INTHE HIGH COURT OF TUDICATURE AT BELASP‘U’R

Writ Petition No: _ +04°3 of 2002

FPETITIONER : M/ s R K Steel Fal ru_amrs,

x Through its proprietor

i G L“; B

i ~Rajesh ,‘[&.umm' bmgh_,.
o 5/ 0 Narayan Prasad Singh,

i & Aged about 29 years,

T (5t :

¥ oL w€es,  Resident of Chitra Electronics
o .‘"" ../c". : = : o~ § > oy
o e 10, Pushpanjali Complex near
: o .“.:! et e K Niharika talkies, Korba |
100 © U , Dist. Korba, Chhattisgarh.

RESPONDENTS : Lkii Chhattisgarh State
Electricity Board, through
Tts Secretary, |
Chhattisgarh Electricity

| Board, Damgm, Rcﬁpur.
E‘ Chhattisgart
|

¢ /L:?, The Supdt. Engineer (P&W),
7 CSEB, Korba { F)

~ 6)\3 M/s Arun Constructions

? " Through its Proprietor,
Rajendra Tiwari, MIG-3
1/35 Maharana Pratap
Nagar, Dist. Korba

4

Chhattisgarh.

Writ petition under article 226/227 of the Constitution of India for

issmance of appropriate writ, writs, order direction etc,
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Shri Sanjay K Agarwal, counbel for the petitioner.

Shri Manindra Shmvastava?’ counsel for the respondents
<  No.1 & 2. | ‘
Shri Awadh Tripathi, counsei fnr 'the re'spondenj: No.3.
Admittedly, therei was somf& olj)j:éction regarding award of
'i'contract. After'notice/-the matter yllad nome up on 12-8-2002, on
| which date the Court had directedg ﬂlavtkif so advised, the authority

| may take Stéps to negotiate for a ffesh offer. Thereafter, 'the matter

had .come up on 13-01-2003 'Whér¢n1 the fnilowing order was

i passed (relevant portion is reprod Eced here);

! o : - » ... When the matter chme up on 12-8-2002
f - ' = considering the dispute, the Court had observed
4 ' , . , that the Authorities may, if so advised, take steps
‘ ' to negotiate for fresh. offersjor invite fresh offers. It
is stated by the learned dounsel that in terms of
the direction they had askgd for fresh offers which
have been received and Ilpoking to the objection
 that was raised by the pdtitioner, the Court feels
~ that there should not be ahy impediment in taking
a decision on the basis f the fresh offers. Shri
Awadh Tripdthi, learngd counsel for the
respondent No.3 also states that respondent No.3
will not be aggrieved if a flecision is taken on the
basis of fresh offers. However, Shri Agarwal,
_ ; learned counsel for the pef .1th11€1‘ wants some time
R _t - toobtain instructions.” :
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Today when the ‘matter hfs come up for hearing, learned
counsel for the petitioner stategl that an additional return has X

already been filed to the effect ﬂ}at fresh bids havevbeén receivéd,h_

. copy whereof is Annexure R-4. In this view of the matter, it is
fairly stated by learned counsel ¢n behalf of the petitioner as also
respondent No.3 that further actjon may be taken on the basis of
fresh offers received as reflected fn Annexure R-4 to the additional >
return., Ordered accordingly.

The writ petition stands dnsposed of. _Conse(;{uenﬂy M. W.P.
. No.475 1/02 & 429/ 2002 for vacqdting stay and LA. Nos.4192/2002 <~
& 4901/ 2002 arc stand disposedj of. ‘\ ‘ oy
o P.C. Naik
-, Judge
Reoshen | ~




