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* IN THE HIGH COURT OF DELHI AT NEW DELHI 

+ W.P.(C) 6461/2019 & CM APPL. 27395/2019 

SARALVERMA ..... Petitioner 

Through Ms Neeha Nagpal, Ms Aditi Phatar, 
Advocates. 

versus 

UNION OF INDIA & ORS. .. ... Respondents 

CORAM: 

Through Mr Rajesh Gogna, CGSC with 
Mr Anurag, Mr Upendra Sai, Advocates for R1. 
Mr Aditya Kapoor, Advocate for R2. 
Mr Karan Khanna, Standing Counsel for 
lOB Ms Asmita Kumar, Advocate for R3/IOB. 

HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE VIBHU BAKHRU 
ORDER 

0/o 31.05.2019 

1. The petitioner has filed the present petition, inter alia, challenging the 

Office Memorandum dated 12.10.2018 (impugned Office Memorandum) 

whereby the earlier Office Memorandum dated 27.10.2018 (as subsequently 

amended) was further amended to include a policy for issuance of Look Out 

Circular (LOC) at the request of Public Sector Banks. 

2. The petitioner states that the impugned Office Memorandum is ex

facie arbitrary and violative of the fundamental rights guaranteed under the 

Constitution of India. She states that the LOC has been issued against the 

petitioner on the request made by Bank of India and Indian Overseas Bank 

(respondent nos.2 and 3). 
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3. The said request was made in the context of defaults in repayment of 

dues owed by M/s Forrest International Ltd (FIL) to respondent nos. 2 and 3 

banks. It is stated that FIL had become a non-performing asset and there is a 

large sum money owed by the said company to various banks. It is also 

alleged that FIL was only a virtual office and had created fictitious 

inventories on paper to avail of the loans from various banks. And, the 

money borrowed from the banks has been syphoned off. A criminal 

complaint in this regard has also been filed by the banks. 

4. However, it is not disputed that the petitioner is not a Director of FIL 

and the only allegation against him is that he had stood as a guarantor for the 

loans/facilities provided to FIL. The petitioner states that the same was 

necessary as he holds approximately 5.62% of the outstanding equity share 

capital of FIL, which is a closely held company. The petitioner asserts that 

he was never a part of the management of FIL and had no role to play in the 

affairs of that company. 

5. This Court has also perused the requests made by respondent no.2 and 

3 banks for issuance of a LOC against all Directors of FIL and Guarantors. 

Although several allegations have been made there is no specific allegation 

against the petitioner of being involved in the offence allegedly committed 

by FIL and persons in control of that company. 

6. The petitioner states that he is employed as a Whole Time Director in 

a company named FT A HSRP Solution Ltd., which was founded by him. 

The said company is engaged in the business of high security number plates 

and the petitioner requires to travel overseas for the purposes of the said 

business. It is in this context that the petitioner prays that an ad-interim order 



be passed suspending the LOC issued against him and permitting the 

petitioner to travel to China. 

7. The learned counsel appeanng for the petitioner submits that the 

petitioner is urgently required to travel to China between 1oth June to 20th 

June, 2019 for the purposes of the said business. 

8. Clearly, insofar as possible the petitioner's legitimate business ought 

not to be impeded. In view of the above, this Court considers it apposite to 

permit the petitioner to travel overseas (China) for a period of two weeks 

commencing from 10.06.2019. This is subject to the petitioner meeting the 

following conditions: 

a) furnishing a personal bond by a person other than a 

person against whom the complaints are made, to the Registrar 

General of this court; 

b) furnishing a fixed deposit in the sum of Rs.50 lakhs by 

way of an FDR to the Registrar General of this Court; 

c) furnishing an undertaking by way of an affidavit to the 

Registrar General of this Court that the petitioner would return 

back to India within a period of two weeks of his departure; 

d) The petitioner would submit its complete itinerary and 

contact details where the petitioner could be contacted while 

travelling to China. 

9. Subject to the petitioner meeting the aforesaid conditions, the 

Immigration Authorities shall not prevent the petitioner from travelling to 
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China. To this end, respondent no.1 shall ensure that appropriate 

conimunication is sent to the immigration officers once the petitioner 

confirms that he has complied with the conditions as set out above. 

10. Mr Gogna, learned counsel appearing for the respondent no.l states 

that the Ministry of Finance, Department of Financial Services and Ministry 

of Law and Justice are also required to be impleaded in the present petition. 

On his oral request, the said parties are impleaded as respondents. The 

petitioner shall file an amended memo of parties within a period of one 

week. 

11. Mr Gogna, learned counsel accepts notice on behalf of the newly 

impleaded respondents as well. 

12. The counter affidavit(s) be filed on or before 05.07.2019. Rejoinder, if 

any, be filed within a period of two weeks, thereafter. 

13. List on 02.08.2019. 

14. Order dasti under the signature of Court Master. 
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