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Division Bench

o U

Q(E( %N THE HIGH COURT OF CHHATTISGARH AT BILASPUR

WRIT PETITION (C) NO. 27 ¢ /2013

PETITIONER

.

U A P

ant
""""
......
we

_-:M/s Master Engineering Concern
Proprietorship Firm
Office Address- Opp. LIC Building,
G.T. Road (\NeSt), Asansol
Represented by Proprietor-

Mr. Kumud Ranjan Banerii,

S/o Late Kettuki Ranjan Banerji

Aged about 58 'years, |

R/o 50 GT Road (West), Apkar Garden
P.S- As\ansol Solith, Dist- Asansol (WB)

Versus

.~ Union of India

—

Through General Manager,
S.E.C Railway, Heédquarters Office,
Bilaspur (C.G)

2. - Divisional Railway Manager
SEC Railway, Raipur

3. _ Sr. Divisional Electrical
’ Engineer(TRD)
S.E.C Railway, Raipur

4. _ Asst. Divisional Finance Manager

SEC Railway, Raipur

5. _ Oriental Bank of Commerce

g

Branch Manager
_ Asansol Branch, 122/130,
. G.T. Road (East), Asansol, (WB)
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WRIT PETITION UNDER ARTICLE 226 OF THE CONSTITUTION OF
INDIA FOR ISSUANCE OF A SUITABLE WRIT ORDER OF DIRECTION
T0O DO JUSTICE IN THE MATTER.
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[The original order is in Hindi. This is the English translationce#t{e
same by Ms. Vanita Agrawal, and is being kept on the record]

HIGH COURT OF CHHATTISGARH AT BILASPUR
DIVISION BENCH |

~ CORAM : HON’BLE SHRI YATINDRA SINGH, C.J.

HON’BLE SHRI PRITINKER DIWAKER, J.

Writ Petition (Civil) No. 275 / 2013

Petitioner : M/s Master Engineering Concern
Versus
Respondents : Union of India & Ors.

F
A

Writ Petition (Civil) No. 276 / 2013

Petitioner : M/s Master Engineering Concern
Versus
Respondents | : Union of India & Ors.

Writ Petition under A_i'ticie 226 of Constitution of india

Appearance: -
Mr. Prafull Bharat, counsel for the petitioner.

Mr. Abhishek Sinha, counsel for the respondents.

ORDER
(28" February, 2013)

1. The South Eastern Central Railway (the Railway) had awarded two

contracts on 04.09.2009 and 31.08.2009 to the petitioner for
construction work, but as the work was not completed in time, the said
time was extended from time to time. Finally, on 07.12.2012 the
contract was cancelrl‘ed for non-completion of work. Being aggrieved
by it, these petitions have been filed before this Court.

2. We have heard the counsel for the parties.

3. In paragraph 63 of the contract, it is mentioned that if any dispute
- arises'between the parties then it'cart be resolved under clause 63 of

the ‘Contract. Even thereafter, if the dispute is not resolved then the
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paities shall nhave right o resolve the said dispute through an

~arbitrator under ciause 64.

4. In our opinion, if the petitioner so desires, then the dispute may be

resolved under paragraph 83 and 84 of the Contract.

5. With the aforesaid observation, these wrii petitions are dismissed.
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