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But herein also the Operational Creditor has failed to prove that the said professional

fee had not been drawn by him as reflected in the Ledger Account ofthe Debtor.

7.6. That. though it is accepted position that the Operatiooal Creditor was engaged by the

Debtor for his Legal services, it is crystal clear that for the services provided from

Aug.2005 to Jan. 20ll the Operational Creditor has duly received the fixed

Professional Fees by the Debtor. And further, for the period of 2012-2014 he has

received the arnount of < 3.60.000/- after deduction of { 40.000 as TDS as I'ull and

final payurent for his Services.

7.7. Therefore, in our considered opinion, the Debt claimed in this Petition/Application

does not in existence and in our conscientious view this Petitior/Application does not

survive in the eyes ofLaw and deserves Rejection.

7.8. The Operational Creditor has failed to prove that the amount of Debt as claimed is in

existence as defined U/s. 3 (l I ) ofthe Code and therefore, as the claimed amount is

not in existence this Petitior/Application is to be Rejected.

7.9. Fo[ the reasons cited above this Petition/Application is Dismissed as misconceived.

However, considering the facts and circumstances no order as to Cost.

Dated : 20.07.201,

[I. K. SHRA\\'AT
NIE}IBER (JL DICIAI,)

BII \\H \R \ P \\Tt L \ \IOH \\
\t [-]tRl.R (.lt Dlcl-.\L)
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Il. Ordered Accordingly. To be consigned to Records.
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