IN THE NATIONAL COMPANY LAW TRIBUNAL, BENGALURU BENCH
[Through Physical hearing/VC Mode (Hybrid)|

ITEM No.O1
I.A No. 768/2025 in
CP (IB) No.21/BB/2025

IN THE MATTER OF:

Mysore Mercantile Company Ltd Petitioner
Vs
Vistara Media Pvt Lt Respondent

Petition under Section 7 of the I & B Code, 2016

Order delivered on: 16.03.2026

CORAM:
SHRI. SUNIL KUMAR AGGARWAL
HON’BLE MEMBER (JUDICIAL)

SHRI. RADHAKRISHNA SREEPADA
HON’BLE MEMBER (TECHNICAL)

PRESENT:

For the Applicant in I.LA: Mr. Chethan Kumar
For Respondent in [.LA:  Shri Gaurav Kumar

ORDER

1. I.A No. 768/2025 is dismissed by separate order.
2. List the C.P on 25.05.2026 for hearing on admission

-Sd- -Sd-
RADHAKRISHNA SREEPADA SUNIL KUMAR AGGARWAL
MEMBER (TECHNICAL) MEMBER (JUDICIAL)
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IN THE NATIONAL COMPANY LAW TRIBUNAL, BENGALURU BENCH
(Exercising powers of Adjudicating Authority under
The Insolvency and Bankruptcy Code, 2016)
(through physical hearing/web based video-conferencing platform)

I.A No. 768/2025 in CP (IB) No.21/BB/2025
(Application under sub-section (5) of section 60 of the Insolvency and
Bankruptcy Code, 2016 read with rule 11 of the National Company
Tribunal Rules, 2016.)

IN THE MATTER OF:

1. Smt. Kampalapura Narasimaiah Jayalakshmi
2. Kampalapura Guligowda Krishna
3. Krishna Karthik Darshan Applicants

AND
M/s. Vistara Media Private Limited & Anr. ... Respondents

IN THE MAIN MATTER OF:

1. M/s. Mysore Mercantile Company Ltd.
having its registered office at
Mysore Mercantile House, No0.46,
3r and 4th Floor, 36th Cross, Jayanagar,
4th T Block, Bengaluru 560 041. ...Petitioner
Versus

2. M/s. Vistara Media Private Limited
Having its registered office at
First, Second and Fourth Floor,
Indian Express Building,
Queens Road, Bengaluru, Karnataka 560 001.

Order delivered on: 16/03/2026

CORAM: 1. Shri Sunil Kumar Aggarwal, Hon’ble Member (Judicial)
2. Shri Radhakrishna Sreepada, Hon’ble Member (Technical)

ORDER

Per Radhakrishna Sreepada, Member (Technical):

1. The present Application was filed on 29.08.2025 for the following

reliefs:

I.A. No. 768/2025 in  CP (IB) No. 21/BB/2025
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i. Allow the present Application and grant leave to the
Applicants intervene in the present proceedings;

ii. Permit the Applicants to represent the Corporate
Debtor, M/s. Vistara Media Private Limited, and to
file detailed objections/counter affidavit contesting
the maintainability of the Section 7 petition;

iii. Pass such other and further orders as this Hon'ble
Tribunal deem fit and proper in the interests of
justice and equity.

2. Brief Facts of the case stated in support of the Application are as

follows:

a.

The Applicants submit that the present Company Petition has
been filed by the Financial Creditor under Section 7 of the
Insolvency and Bankruptcy Code, 2016 seeking initiation of CIRP
against the Corporate Debtor, M/s. Vistara Media Private
Limited.

It is contended that the Applicants are shareholders and
stakeholders of the Corporate Debtor, having acquired the
shareholding of the erstwhile promoter-directors after investing
substantial funds in the Company. According to them, the
promoters and the Petitioner had represented that the Corporate
Debtor, incorporated in 2021 to operate a media news channel,
required substantial financial support for its operations, including
payment of salaries of around 300 employees, broadcast
technology expenses, and other operational costs. Based on
such representations and assurances given by the promoters
and the Petitioner, the Applicants agreed to invest in the
Company.

The Applicants submit that they were inducted into the
management of the Corporate Debtor, with Applicant No.1 being
appointed as an Additional Director and Applicant No.2 as the
Chief Executive Officer pursuant to a board meeting held on
24.08.2024. Thereafter, the Applicants claim to have invested

substantial amounts towards acquisition of shares from the

I.A. No. 768/2025 in  CP (IB) No. 21/BB/2025



Page 3 of 8

erstwhile promoters through various transactions, pursuant to
which the promoters allegedly divested their shareholding in
favour of the Applicants.

It is further submitted that soon after the said investment, the
Petitioner initiated multiple proceedings against the Corporate
Debtor and the Applicants, including a commercial suit before
the Commercial Court, a petition alleging oppression and
mismanagement under Sections 241-242 of the Companies Act,
2013, proceedings under Section 73(4) of the said Act, criminal
complaints, and the present petition under Section 7 of the
Code. According to the Applicants, these proceedings are
vexatious and are intended to jeopardize their investment and
disrupt the functioning of the Corporate Debtor.

The Applicants further submit that since their names were not
entered in the Register of Members despite the alleged transfer
of shares, they have filed a petition under Section 58 of the
Companies Act before the National Company Law Tribunal,
Bengaluru Bench, seeking rectification of the Register of
Members, which is stated to be pending consideration.

It is also contended that the Petitioner itself holds a substantial
shareholding in the Corporate Debtor and was actively involved
in its management. According to the Applicants, due to the
various proceedings initiated by the Petitioner, the business
operations of the Corporate Debtor have come to a standstill,
resulting in severe financial distress and operational disruption.
The Applicants submit that the erstwhile promoters having
exited the Company, no person is presently representing the
Corporate Debtor in the present proceedings. It is therefore
contended that unless the Applicants are permitted to intervene
and represent the Corporate Debtor, the petition may proceed
ex parte, resulting in admission of the insolvency petition

without the Corporate Debtor being effectively represented.
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Placing reliance on Section 60(5) of the Insolvency and
Bankruptcy Code, 2016, the Applicants submit that this Tribunal

has jurisdiction to entertain questions of law or fact arising out

of or in relation to the insolvency proceedings of the Corporate

Debtor. They therefore seek permission to intervene in the

present proceedings in order to protect their interests as

stakeholders and to assist the Tribunal in adjudicating the

matter.

3. The Respondent No. 2 has filed the Counter dated 05.01.2026 inter-

alia contending that:

a. It is contended that in a petition filed under Section 7 of the

C.

Insolvency and Bankruptcy Code, 2016, the scope of
consideration at the pre-admission stage is Ilimited to
examining whether a financial debt exists and whether a
default has occurred on the part of the Corporate Debtor.
According to the Respondent, no third-party rights or collateral
disputes can be adjudicated at this stage, and permitting
intervention by third parties would defeat the summary and

time-bound nature of the insolvency process.

. In support of this contention, reliance is placed on various

decisions of the National Company Law Appellate Tribunal,
including Vekas Kumar Garg v. DMI Finance Pvt. Ltd,,
Shobhnath v. Prism Industrial Complex Ltd., and Deb Kumar
Majumdar v. State Bank of India, wherein it has been observed
that, at the stage of admission of an application under Section
7 of the Code, the Financial Creditor and the Corporate Debtor
alone are necessary parties and no third-party intervention is
contemplated. It is therefore submitted that the present
application filed by the Applicants is contrary to the settled
legal position.

The Respondent further submits that the Applicants have no

locus standi to seek intervention in the present proceedings as
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they are neither directors nor recognised shareholders or
members of the Corporate Debtor. It is pointed out that the
Applicants themselves have admitted to having filed a petition
under Section 58 of the Companies Act, 2013 before the
National Company Law Tribunal seeking rectification of the
Register of Members for entry of their names as shareholders,
which, according to the Respondent, clearly establishes that
they are not presently recorded members of the Company.

d. The Respondent also denies the allegations made by the
Applicants that they were induced by the Respondent or its
Managing Director to invest in the Corporate Debtor. It is
submitted that the Respondent had no knowledge of the
Applicants or of any alleged investment made by them in the
Corporate Debtor. According to the Respondent, the allegations
regarding share transfer transactions, investment of funds, and
internal disputes among shareholders are entirely extraneous
to the present insolvency proceedings and have no bearing on
the determination of debt and default under the Code.

e. It is therefore contended that the Applicants are strangers to
the financial transaction between the Financial Creditor and the
Corporate Debtor and have no privity of contract or financial
relationship in respect of the debt forming the subject matter
of the present petition. Permitting such intervention, it is
submitted, would unnecessarily complicate and delay the
insolvency proceedings and defeat the time-bound framework
envisaged under the Code.

f. On these grounds, the Respondent prays that the present
intervention application be dismissed as being devoid of merit
and not maintainable in law.

4. The Applicant has filed a rejoinder as a reply to the Counter filed by
the Respondent No. 2, dated 18.01.2026 and are reiterated as

follows:

I.A. No. 768/2025 in  CP (IB) No. 21/BB/2025
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a. The Applicants have filed a rejoinder to the counter affidavit
denying the allegations made therein and reiterating the
averments contained in the application. It is submitted that the
counter filed by the Respondent contains false and misleading
statements and the same has been denied by the Applicants.

b. The Applicants have once again referred to the circumstances
under which they claim to have invested funds in the Corporate
Debtor and the alleged transfer of shares by the erstwhile
promoters in their favour. They have also referred to various
proceedings said to be pending before the National Company
Law Tribunal and the civil court in relation to the disputes
concerning the shareholding and management of the Corporate
Debtor.

c. Save for the above clarifications and references to certain
subsequent proceedings and documents relied upon by the
Applicants, the majority of the averments in the rejoinder
substantially reiterate and repeat the facts already stated in
the original application. The Applicants, however, maintain that
they are entitled to intervene in the present proceedings
initiated under Section 7 of the Insolvency and Bankruptcy
Code, 2016 and have sought permission to represent the
Corporate Debtor

Heard Ld. Counsels for both the Parties and taken into account the
documents placed and the arguments.

The present Interlocutory Application has been filed seeking
impleading of the Applicants to represent the Respondent No. 1
Company in C.P. (IB) No.21/BB/2025 or, in the alternative,
permission to intervene in the said Company Petition which is
presently pending consideration at the stage of admission under

Section 7 of the Insolvency and Bankruptcy Code, 2016.

I.A. No. 768/2025 in  CP (IB) No. 21/BB/2025



7.

8.

10.

Page 7 of 8

It is a settled position of law that no person, other than the Financial
Creditor and the Corporate Debtor, has a vested right to be heard at
the pre-admission stage of a petition under Section 7 of the Code. In
Deb Kumar Majumdar v. State Bank of India (Company Appeal
(AT) (Insolvency) No. 44 of 2019), the Hon’ble NCLAT
categorically held that:

"We agree with the observations made by the
Adjudicating Authority at the stage of application
filed under Section 7 that no person has right to
claim for hearing except the 'Corporate Debtor’. No
other ‘Financial Creditor’ or ‘Operational Creditor’ or
any other creditor is required to be heard except
the ‘Financial Creditor’ who has filed an application
under Section 9 of the I&B Code. The Adjudicating
Authority is required to notice whether there is a
‘debt’ and ‘default” committed by the ‘corporate
debtor’ if the application under Section 7 is filed.”

The scope of consideration at the pre-admission stage of a petition
under Section 7 of the Code is limited to examining the existence of
a financial debt and occurrence of default. At this stage, the
Adjudicating Authority is not required to adjudicate inter-se disputes
between shareholders, allegations of oppression, mismanagement,
fraud in corporate filings, or disputes arising out of share transfers
and internal management of the Corporate Debtor.

In the present case, the Applicants claim that they have invested
funds in the Corporate Debtor and have acquired the shareholding of
the erstwhile promoters. Based on this claim, they seek permission
to intervene in the present proceedings.

From the pleadings on record, it is seen that the grievances raised by
the Applicants mainly relate to disputes regarding the alleged
transfer of shares, their recognition as shareholders, and other issues
concerning the management and affairs of the Corporate Debtor. It is
also noted that the Applicants have already initiated separate

proceedings before the National Company Law Tribunal, Bengaluru
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Bench, under Section 58 of the Companies Act, 2013, seeking entry
of their names in the Register of Members of the Company, which is
stated to be pending consideration.

11.In the considered view of this Tribunal, the issues raised by the
Applicants essentially relate to disputes between the parties
regarding shareholding and management of the Company. Such
disputes are already the subject matter of other proceedings and
cannot be examined within the limited scope of a petition filed under
Section 7 of the Insolvency and Bankruptcy Code, 2016, where the
Tribunal is required only to determine the existence of a financial
debt and default.

12. Therefore, the grievances raised by the Applicants are matters that
are required to be adjudicated in the appropriate proceedings and
cannot be gone into in the present insolvency proceedings.

13. Insofar as the present Application is concerned, the Applicant has
failed to demonstrate how he is either a necessary or a proper party
to the adjudication of the Section 7 petition. Mere allegations of fraud
or pendency of parallel civil and criminal proceedings do not confer a
right of impleading at the pre-admission stage and shall be
considered in the Application filed under Section 65 of IBC.

14.In the light of aforementioned facts, IA No. 768 of 2025 in CP
(IB) No.21/BB/2025 is hereby dismissed. However, it is made
amply clear that this Order will not come in the way of any other

legal remedies available to the Applicant.

-Sd- -Sd-
RADHAKRISHNA SREEPADA SUNIL KUMAR AGGARWAL
MEMBER (TECHNICAL) MEMBER (JUDICIAL)
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