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mPp U;k;ky; mRrjk[k.M] uSuhrky 

fjV ;kfpdk la[;k 2371 o"kZ 2021 ¼eSllZ½ 
 

[kq'kky flag vf/kdkjh                                      ----- ;kfpdkdrkZ  

cuke~  

mÙkjk[kaM jkT; vkSj vU;                                   ----- mÙkjnkrk  

vf/koDrk%  Jh 'kksfHkr lgfj;k] ;kfpdkdrkZ dh vksj lsA 

     Jh Vh-,l-QkfVZ;ky] mRrjk[k.M ljdkj dh vksj ls vfrfjDr lh-,l-lh-A  

     Jh 'kSysaæ flag pkSgku] mRrjnkrk la[;k 2 o 4 dh vksj lsA 

     Jh gfj vkse Hkkdquh] mRrjnkrk la[;k 5 dh vksj lsA 
 

ekuuh; 'kjn dqekj 'kekZ] t0 

  

 fjV ;kfpdk dh dk;Zokgh dk pj.k] ftl ij bl U;k;ky; dks vUrfje vkns'k 

fnukad&18-11-2021] ftls bl U;k;ky; }kjk ,d lafonkRed ekeys esa ikfjr fd;k x;k gS] 

dh lR;rrk dh tkap djus ds mn~ns'; ls LFkxu vodk'k vkosnu fopkj djus ds fy;s 

j[kk x;k gS] tgka jfr?kkV ls cq<+yk dksV rd eksVj ekxZ ds pj.k 2 ds fy;s dk;Z iSdst 

la[;k 07@08 dks izHkkfor djrk gS] ij fopkj fd;s tkus dh vko';drk gS fd fufonk 

izfdz;k ij jksd yxkbZ tk ldrh gS] ftlds ifj.kkeLo:i igkM+h {ks=ksa esa lM+dksa dks fcNkus 

ds fy;s ,d ifj;kstuk dk iwjk dk;Z jksduk gksxkA 

2- bl U;k;ky; dks ;kfpdkdrkZ ds lkFk&lkFk mRrjnkrk ds fo}ku vf/koDrkvksa }kjk 

dh xbZ foLr̀r nyhyksa dk mYys[k djuk iM+k gS] ftlds vUrxZr ;kfpdkdrkZ ds vf/koDrk 

ds }kjk ;g dgk x;k gS fd iz'uxr ekeys esa vUrfje vkns'k ikfjr djuk vR;Ur 

vko';d gS] D;ksafd mlds vHkko esa ;g iwjh rjg ls fujFkZd gks tk;sxk] ftlesa ;kfpdkdrkZ 

us fjV ;kfpdk esa vkns'k fnukafdr 30-11-2011] ftls fnukad 01-11-2021 dks viyksM fd;k 

x;k gS] pqukSrh nh gS] ftls mRrjnkrk fu;ksDrk }kjk ;kfpdkdrkZ dh rduhdh cksyh dks 

vLohdkj djrs gq;s ikfjr fd;k x;k Fkk] tks fd fufonk izfdz;k esa izdk'ku lanHkZ la[;k 

1421/11-02/(XIX) vkbZVhlhvks@;wvkjvkjMh,@21 fnukafdr 01-09-2021 ds vuqlj.k esa 

cksfy;ksa ds fuea=.k ds ifj.kkeLo:i izkjEHk dh xbZA 

3- bl U;k;ky; ds fy;s ;g vifjgk;Z gks tkrk gS fd og ;kfpdkdrkZ ds fo}ku 

vf/koDrk }kjk foLrkfjr rdZ dk mRrj nsus ds fy;s lVhd rjhds ls i`"BHkwfe ij fopkj 

djus ls cpsA ;kfpdkdrkZ }kjk dfFkr fd;k x;k gS fd og ,dek= LokfeRo okyh QeZ gS] 

ftls ih0MCyw0Mh foHkkx ds lkFk , Dykl dkWUVªsDVj ds :i esa iathd`r fd;k x;k gS vkSj 

tks lM+dksa ds fuekZ.k ds dk;Z esa yxh gS vkSj ,uvkbZVh }kjk cksfy;ksa ds fuea=.k fnukafdr 

01-09-2021] ftls mijksDr dk;Z iSdst ds lEcU/k esa ;wvkjvkjMh, }kjk tkjh fd;k x;k gSA 
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;kfpdkdrkZ }kjk ;g Hkh dFku fd;k x;k gS fd 09 vDVwcj] 2021 dh fufonk lkjka'k 

fjiksVZ ds vuqlkj] tc bls mRrjnkrk }kjk viyksM fd;k x;k Fkk] rks ;kfpdkdrkZ dh 

cksyh dks lkr vU; cksyhnkrkvksa ds lkFk ekud vk/kkj nLrkost ds [k.M 22-5 ds lanHkZ esa 

rduhdh :i ls mRrjnk;h Bgjk;k x;k FkkA 

4- ;kfpdkdrkZ }kjk ;g Hkh dFku fd;k x;k gS fd ,d ckj tc ;kfpdkdrkZ dh cksyh 

dks vkns'k fnukafdr 09-10-2021 ds }kjk rduhdh :i ls mRrjnk;h cksyh ds :i esa ?kksf"kr 

dj fn;k tkrk gS] rks mRrjnkrk ds }kjk ,d futh vk/kkj ij dh xbZ dk;Zokgh] ftls 

mRrjnkrk la[;k 5 }kjk fnukad&13-10-2021 dks izLrqr fd;k x;k Fkk] ftlesa fu.kZ; ysrs 

le; ;kfpdkdrkZ dh cksyh dks rduhdh :i ls fnukad&01-11-2021 ds vkns'k }kjk mu 

vk/kkjksa ij] ftUgsa vk{ksfir vkns'k esa n'kkZ;k x;k gS] xSj mRrjnk;h Bgjk;k x;k FkkA 

;kfpdkdrkZ }kjk ;g Hkh dFku fd;k x;k gS fd ;kfpdkdrkZ }kjk izLrqr cksyh ij vkSj 

bldh ?kks"k.kk ds ckn fd og rduhdh :i ls O;ogk;Z gS] futh mRrjnkrk la[;k 5 }kjk 

vkifRr dh xbZ] rks ;kfpdkdrkZ us fnukad&13-10-2021 ds dkj.k crkvks uksfVl dk tokc 

nsrs gq;s fnukad&14-10-2021 ds tokc esa dFku fd;k fd ekud cksyh nLrkost /kkjk 2 ds 

vuqlkj] tks cksyhnkrkvksa ds fy;s ,d funsZ'k Fkk vkSj mlds vkbZ0Vh0ch0 ¼4-4-ch½¼ch½¼vkbZ½ 

esa ekud Hkou nLrkost dk ifjf'k"V tqM+k gS] tks fuEufyf[kr gS& 

^^¼4-4-ch½¼ch½¼vkbZ½ lM+d dk;ksaZ vkSj {ks= ijh{k.k ç;ksx'kkyk jksMoDlZ        

    ds fy, çeq[k midj.k gSa% lM+d dk;ksaZ ds fy,^^ 

5- ;kfpdkdrkZ }kjk ;g dFku fd;k x;k gS fd mUgksaus rhu ^^VªSDVjksâ ^ ds dkxtkr 

fjd‚MZ ij izLrqr fd;s gSa] ftUgsa laHkkfor cksyhnkrkvksa }kjk vko';d rduhdh midj.kksa dh 

miyC/krk LFkkfir djus ds fy, iw.kZ :i ls Hkjs tkus dh iwoZ 'krZ ds :i esa çLrqr fd;k 

tkuk vko';d Fkk] tks lM+d ds fuekZ.k dk;Z dk fu"iknu tSlk fd mRrjnkrkvksa }kjk 

viukbZ xbZ cksyh izfdz;k }kjk lekfgr fd;k x;k gSA 

6- ;kfpdkdrkZ ds vf/koDrk }kjk ,d cgqr gh fnypLi vUrj fudkyk x;k gS] fd 

;fn ekud cksyh nLrkost dks gh /;ku esa j[kk tkrk gS] tks ;g fu/kkZfjr djrk gS fd cksyh 

yxkus okys dks ^^VªSDVj^^ dk fooj.k iznku djuk gksxk] okLro esa fo'ks"k :i ls pj.k II 

dk;Z ds fy;s [k.M 4-4-ch¼ch½¼vkbZ½ ds rgr fufgr 'krksZa ds vuqlkj ekud cksyh nLrkost 

;g mfYyf[kr djrk gS fd pj.k 2 ds dke ds fy;s ,d Bsdsnkj ds ikl tks rduhdh 

midj.k gksuk vko';d gS] ftlds lkFk ge rRdky ekeys esa lEcfU/kr gS] blfy;s 

fuUufyf[kr midj.k 'kkfey gS] ftUgsa fufonkdrkZ ds ikl j[kuk vko';d gSA 

^^LVst -II oDlZ ds fy;s 

gkbMªksfyd ,DldsosVj 70 ,pih&1 uxA 
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,;j daizslj 140 CF-1 uxA 

dadzhV feDlj 0-30 de&1 ua- 

dadzhV okbczsVj 1 HP-2 uxA 

fVij 3 de&4 ux 

ikuh dk VSadj 3 ds,y&3 ux 

VªSDVj&3 ua- 

jksM jksyj&3 ux 

feuh gkWV feDl IykaV@feDlksy cSVjh&1 la[;kAÞ 

7- ;kfpdkdrkZ ds vf/koDrk }kjk ;g dFku fd;k x;k gS fd mRrjnkrk la[;k 5 }kjk 

mBkbZ xbZ vkifRr ij fuEufyf[kr izHkko gS%&  

^^1 [kq'kky flag vf/kdkjh }kjk ist ua0 166] 168 tks VªSDVj yxk;s x;s gS] dsoy d`f’k dk;Z 

gsrq gh iathd`r gSa] tks ,d xSj ifjogu okgu gSA dsUnzh; eksVj okgu fu;e 1989 ¼v/;k; 

1½ ds vuqlkj ftldk mi;ksx O;olkf;d ,oa vU; dk;Z gsrq ugha fd;k tk ldrk gSA 

layXu dsUnzh; eksVj okgu fu;e 1989 ¼v/;k; 1¼2ch½** 

 blds ckjs esa rdZ nsrs gq, fd ;kfpdkdrkZ ds ikl rhu ^^VªSDVj^^  dh miyC/krk ds 

leFkZu esa nk;j nLrkost] pwafd cksyh nLrkostksa esa fn[kk, x, ^^VªSDVj^^ dks —f"k ^^VªSDVj^^ 

ds :i esa iath—r fd;k x;k Fkk] blfy, os ekud cksyh nLrkost ds [kaM 4-4¼ch½¼ch½¼vkbZ½ 

dh iwoZ 'krksaZ dks iwjk djus ds fy, ugha vk,axsA½ ;kfpdkdrkZ ds vf/koDrk }kjk ;g dFku 

fd;k x;k gS fd pwafd ekud cksyh nLrkost esa ^^VªSDVj^^ dks oxhZ—r ugha fd;k x;k gS] 

blfy, bls ^^VªSDVj^^ gksuk pkfg,] ftls iath—r fd;k tk jgk gS] ftldk mi;ksx 

okf.kfT;d xfrfof/k;ksa] pwafd bls ekud cksyh nLrkost esa vyx ugha fd;k x;k gS] blfy, 

bl rF; ds ckotwn fd pkgs og —f"k midj.k ds :i esa iath—r fd;k x;k gks ;k ugha] 

rhu ^^VªSDVjksa^^ ds laca/k esa nLrkostksa dh vkiwfrZ dk dksbZ vlj ugha gksxk] D;ksafd fu;ksäk 

dks ekud cksyh nLrkost çdkf'kr djrs le; fufonkvksa dks vkeaf=r djrs le; mlh esa 

oxhZ—r gksuk pkfg, FkkA Bsdsnkj dks bl 'krZ dks iwjk djus esa l{ke cukus ds fy,] tks 

;kfpdkdrkZ dh lQy cksyh dks vLohdkj djus dk dkj.k Fkk] fd VªSDVj dks —f"k VªSDVj 

ds :i esa iath—r fd;k x;k Fkk] bls cksypky dh Hkk"kk esa okf.kfT;d xfrfof/k;ksa ds fy, 

mi;ksx fd;k tkus okyk ^^VªSDVj^^ ugha ekuk tk ldrk gS] ftlds dkj.k mls vc 

xSj&vuqdwy cuk fn;k x;k gSA   

8- ;kfpdkdrkZ ds vf/koDrk }kjk ;g Hkh dFku fd;k x;k gS fd ;fn pqukSrh ds v/khu 

vk{ksfir fu.kZ; dks /;ku esa j[kk tkrk gS] rks okLro esa mlesa fn, x, dkj.kksa dks dsoy 

^^vLohdkj^^ fd;k tkrk gSA ;g fjV ;kfpdk ¼i`"B 158½ ds layXud 6 ds :i esa layXu 
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nLrkost dh çfof"V la[;k 5 ls Li"V gksxkA ;kfpdkdrkZ ds vf/koDrk us dFku fd;k gS  

fd eksVj okgu vf/kfu;e] 1988 /kkjk 2 dh mi/kkjk ¼44½ ds vUrxZr ^^VªSDVj^^ dks  

ifjHkkf"kr fd;k x;k gS tks fuEufyf[kr gS& 

^^¼44½ ^^VªSDVj^^ ls ,slk eksVj ;ku vfHkizsr gS tks Lo;a ¼uksnu ds iz;kstu ds fy;s dke esa 

vkus okys miLdj ls fHkUu½ dksbZ Hkkj ogu djus ds fy;s fufeZr ugha fd;k x;k gS] fdUrq 

blds vUrxZr jksM&jksyj ugha gS(^^  

9- okLro esa] mudk rdZ gS fd blesa nh xbZ ^^VªSDVj^^ dh ifjHkk"kk dks /;ku esa j[krs 

gq,] bldk vFkZ dsoy ,d eksVj okgu gS] tks vius vki esa fdlh Hkh Hkkj dks ogu djus 

ds ç;kstuksa ds fy, lafonk dk fuekZ.k ugha djrk gS] blds vykok tks midj.k blls tqM+s 

gSa] ftldk mi;ksx ç.kksnu ds ç;kstuksa ds fy, fd;k tkrk gS vkSj blfy, mUgksaus ;g 

dFku fd;k gS fd ,d ckj VªSDVj dks eksVj okgu ds :i esa ifjHkkf"kr fd;k x;k gS] 

ftldk mi;ksx dsoy ç.kksnu ds ç;kstuksa ds fy, fd;k tkuk gS] ml fLFkfr esa 

;kfpdkdrkZ dh rduhdh cksyh dks vLohdkj djus ds fy, tks Hksn cuk;k x;k gS] og 

larks"ktud vk/kkj ugha gksxk] D;ksafd eksVj okgu vf/kfu;e Lo;a —f"k ^^VªSDVj^^ ;k 

okf.kfT;d ^^VªSDVj^^ ds e/; dksbZ varj ugha djrk gS] tks ,d lQy cksyhnkrk ds :i esa 

?kksf"kr fd, tkus ds ckotwn] ;kfpdkdrkZ dh rduhdh cksyh dks vLohdkj djus ds dkj.kksa 

ds fy, vkSj vkifÙk dk dkj.k Hkh gSA 

10- og dsaæh; eksVj okgu fu;e 1989 ds vUrxZr fufgr çko/kkuksa ds lanHkZ ls vius 

rdZ dks vksj iq"V djrs gSa] ftlesa /kkjk 2 dh mi/kkjk ¼ch½ ds vUrxZr] ^^—f"k VªSDVj^^ 'kCn 

dks Lora= :i ls ifjHkkf"kr fd;k x;k gS tks fuEufyf[kr gS% 

^^¼ch½ ^^—f"k VªSDVj^^ dk vFkZ fdlh Hkh ;kaf=d :i ls lapkfyr 4&ifg;k okgu 

ls gS tks fofHkUu {ks= lapkyu vkSj@;k —f"k lkexzh ds ifjogu ds fy, Vªsyjksa 

ds fy, mi;qä midj.kksa ds lkFk dke djus ds fy, fMtkbu fd;k x;k gSA  

—f"k VªSDVj ,d xSj&ifjogu okgu gS] 

¼x½ ^^—f"k Vªsyj^^ ls vke rkSj ij ,dy@Mcy ,Dly fuekZ.k ds lkFk [kqyk 

NksM+ fn;k x;k Vªsyj vfHkçsr gS] ftls nks gqdksa ds ek/;e ls ,d —f"k VªSDVj ds 

lkFk tksM+k tkrk gS vkSj eq[; :i ls —f"k lkexzh ds ifjogu ds fy, mi;ksx 

fd;k tkrk gS]** 

11- mDr fu;e ds fu;e 2 ds mifu;e ¼lh½ esa Lora= :i ls —f"k Vªsyj dks ifjHkkf"kr 

fd;k x;k gS] ftldk vFkZ gS fd —f"k Vªsyj] gqd ds ek/;e ls Hkkj ogu djus ds ç;kstuksa 

ds fy, —f"k ^^VªSDVj^^ ls yxko gksxk] ftldk mi;ksx eq[; :i ls —f"k lkexzh ds 
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ifjogu ds fy, fd;k tk,xkA ftl dkj.k ;kfpdkdrkZ dk dFku gS fd pwafd ekud cksyh 

nLrkost esa gh dksbZ varj ugha fd;k x;k Fkk fd okLro esa ^^VªSDVj^^ dk D;k vFkZ gksxk] 

D;ksafd blesa bLrseky fd, x, 'kCn ds fy,] vc bls i<+us ds fy, vyx ugha fd;k tk 

ldrk gS fd Bsdsnkj }kjk çLrqr fd;k tkus okyk nLrkost okf.kfT;d ^^VªSDVj^^ ds laca/k esa 

gksuk FkkA ;k ,d —f"k VªSDVj dsA blfy,] mldk dFku gS fd pwafd fu;ksäk vkSj 

;kfpdkdrkZ cksyhnkrk ds chp ikjLifjd laca/k] ekud cksyh nLrkost dh 'krksaZ }kjk 'kkflr 

fd;k tk jgk Fkk] blfy, bls blds foijhr c<+k;k ;k i<+k ugha tk ldrk gS] vkSj og Hkh 

futh mRrjnkrk la[;k 5 dh f'kdk;r ij] bl lanHkZ esa fd okgu ds fy, çLrqr nLrkost] 

ftls —f"k ^^VªSDVj^^ ds :i esa iath—r fd;k x;k gS] vkbZVhch 4-4¼ch½¼ch½¼vkbZ½  ds vuqlkj 

,d Bsdsnkj dks cksyh çfØ;k esa Hkkx ysus ds fy, ik= cukus ds mís'; ls okf.kfT;d 

^^VªSDVj^^ dks cksypky dh Hkk"kk esa ugha i<+k tk ldrk gSA  

12- bl U;k;ky; ds le{k fnukad&10-11-2021 dks bl ekeys dh lquokbZ leUo; ihB 

}kjk dh xbZ Fkh vkSj leUo; ihB us vkns”k fnukafdr&18-11-2021 ds }kjk fuEufyf[kr 

vkns'k ikfjr fd, Fks& 

^^fyfLVax dh vxyh frfFk rd jfr?kkV ls cq<ykdksV rd eksVj jksM ds nwljs 

pj.k ds dke ds fy, iSdst la[;k 07&08 esa ;FkkfLFkfr cjdjkj j[kh tk,xhA** 

13- bl U;k;ky; dks yxrk gS fd ;kfpdkdrkZ us Hkh viuh nyhyksa dk tokc nsus ds 

fy, mls cqyk;k gS] fd ^^VªSDVj^^ 'kCn dk lVhd vFkZ D;k gksxk] tks mldh rduhdh cksyh 

dks jí djus ds vkns'k ds lg&laca/k esa vuqeku yxk;k tk,xkA foLrkfjr rdZ dk mÙkj 

nsus ds fy, ,d cgqvk;keh fVIif.k;ka gks ldrh gSa] tks U;k;ky; }kjk dh tk ldrh gSa] 

ijUrq pwafd bldk fjV ;kfpdk ds vafre fu.kZ; ij vafre çHkko iM+ ldrk gS] blfy, ;g 

U;k;ky; ,gfr;kru dsoy bl Lrj ij igyw ij fopkj djus ds mís'; ls viuh fVIi.kh 

dks lhfer dj jgk gS fd D;k bl rjg dh vthcksxjhc ifjfLFkfr;ksa esa igkM+h {ks=ksa esa 

lM+dsa fcNkus ds Bsds dks jksds j[kus dh fufonk çfØ;k esa varfje vkns'k ikfjr fd;k tk 

ldrk gSA  

14- U;k;ewfrZ okbZ-oh- paæpwM+ }kjk ,MokalM ykW ysfDld‚u ds rhljs laLdj.k esa] 

^^VªSDVj^^ 'kCn dks O;kid :i ls fopkfjr fd;k gS] ftldh O;k[;k ds vuqlkj ;g ik;k 

x;k gS fd] ;fn lhek 'kqYd vf/kfu;e] 1975 ds çko/kkuksa dks /;ku esa j[kk tk;s] rks 

vuqlwph&1 esa fn, x, ^^VªSDVj^^ ds fooj.k ds lanHkZ esa] bldk eryc ;g gksxk fd ;g ,d 

okgu gS] tks vfuok;Z :i ls fdlh vU; okgu] midj.kksa ;k yksM dks [khapus ;k /kDdk nsus 

ds fy, cuk;k x;k gS] pkgs os midj.k] cht] moZjd vkSj vU; —f"k mRiknksa ds fy, 
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^^VªSDVj^^ ds eq[; mi;ksx ds laca/k esa ifjogu ds fy, lgk;d çko/kkuksa ds lkFk fufgr 

vkSj fu/kkZfjr gksa ;k ughaA  

15- U;k;ky;ksa }kjk ns[kk x;k gS fd dsaæh; mRikn 'kqYd VSfjQ vf/kfu;e] 1986 ds 

lanHkZ esa] ^^VªSDVj^^ 'kCn dk vFkZ fo'ks"k :i ls ,d midj.k gksxk] ftldk mi;ksx e'khu ;k 

dk;Z midj.k ds :i esa fd;k tkrk gS] ftls blls tqM+s okgd dks fQV djus ds fy, 

fMtkbu fd;k x;k gS] ,d varj&ifjorZuh; midj.k ds :i esa] bls dsoy lacaf/kr 'kh"kZdksa 

ds lkFk oxhZ—r fd;k x;k gS] Hkys gh ^^VªSDVj^^ ds lkFk çLrqr fd;k x;k gks] ,d Vªsyj ds 

lkFk yxk;k x;k] —f"k mís';ksa ds fy, bLrseky fd;k tkuk gSA ijUrq ;fn ^^VªSDVj^^ dh 

mijksä lglac) ifjHkk"kk dks eksVj okgu vf/kfu;e dh /kkjk 2 dh mi/kkjk ¼44½ ds 

vUrxZr nh xbZ ^^VªSDVj^^ dh ifjHkk"kk ds lanHkZ esa ns[kk tk,] rks ;g dsoy ,d eksVj okgu 

gS] ftldk fdlh Hkh Hkkj dks ys tkus ds fy, fuekZ.k vkSj fMtkbu fd;k x;k gS] ysfdu 

vius vki esa ugha] cfYd dsoy vU; midj.kksa }kjk ftUgsa blds lkFk tksM+k tkuk gSA 

U;k;ewfrZ ,e- ,y- fla?ky }kjk ^^lqçhe dksVZ vkWu oMZl ,.M Qzsftl^^ iqLrd esa nh xbZ 

^^VªSDVj^^ 'kCn dh O;k[;k dks tkjh j[krs gq,] ;g çko/kkfur fd;k x;k gS fd eksVj okgu 

vf/kfu;e dh /kkjk 2 dh mi/kkjk ¼44½ ds çko/kkuksa dks vyx ls ugha i<+k tkuk pkfg,] 

cfYd bls /kkjk 2 dh mi/kkjk ¼46½ ds lkFk i<+k tkuk pkfg,] lkFk gh eksVj okgu 

vf/kfu;e dh /kkjk 2 dh mi/kkjk ¼47½ ds lkFk Hkh i<+k tkuk pkfg,A blesa tks rdZ fn;k 

x;k gS og ;g gS fd ;fn  /kkjk 2 dh mi&/kkjk ¼44½ ij okLro esa fopkj fd;k tkrk gS] 

rks ^^VªSDVj^^ eksVj okgu vf/kfu;e dh /kkjk 2 dh mi/kkjk ¼28½ ds vUrxZr ifjHkkf"kr eksVj 

okgu gksxkA pwafd eksVj okgu vf/kfu;e ds vUrxZr eksVj okgu] ^^VªSDVj^^ vkSj Vªsyj] eky 

mBkus ds fy, blls tqM+s gq, gSa] ftlds fy, ^^VªSDVj^^ ç.kksnu e'khu ds :i esa dk;Z djrk 

gS] Vªsyj dks vf/kfu;e dh /kkjk 2 dh mi/kkjk ¼46½ ds vUrxZr i`Fkd ls ifjHkkf"kr fd;k 

x;k gSA ^^VªSDVj^^ 1988 ds vf/kfu;e ds vUrxZr dsoy eksVj okgu gksxkA  

16- blfy,] U;k;ewfrZ ,e-,y- fla?ky }kjk 'kCnksa vkSj okD;ka'kksa dh O;k[;k ij mijksä 

iqLrd esa ;g ns[kk x;k gS fd fdlh dks eksVj okgu 'kCn dks O;kid :i ls i<+uk gksxk] 

D;ksafd vf/kfu;e ds çko/kkuksa dks /;ku esa j[krs gq,] ftls eksVj okguksa] ifjogu okgu 

vkfn ij bldh tkap vkSj fu;a=.k j[kus ds fy, vf/kfu;fer fd;k x;k gS] vkSj eksVj 

okgu vf/kfu;e /kkjk 2 dh mi/kkjk ¼28½ ds vUrxZr ds çko/kku vkSj vf/kfu;e dh /kkjk 2 

dh mi/kkjk ¼44½ ds vUrxZr ^^VªSDVj^^ ds la;qä iBu ij] ;g ^^eksVj okgu^^ dh ifjHkk"kk ds 

vUrxZr vk,xk] tks ;kaf=d :i ls ,d pkfyr okgu gS] tks fctyh ds L=ksr ds ckotwn 

lM+dksa ij mi;ksx ds fy, mi;qä gS vkSj blesa ,d Vªsyj Hkh 'kkfey gSA VªSDVj dks dsoy 

,d —f"k ç.kksnu e'khu ds :i esa ekuk tkuk gS] tks v‚Vkseksckby bathfu;fjax dh 
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vo/kkj.kk ds rgr] vius vki esa Lora= :i ls eky okgd ugha gSA ml fLFkfr esa ^^VªSDVj^^  

dh Lora= dkuwuh O;k[;k] vxj bls dsaæh; eksVj okgu fu;e] 1989 ds rgr ifjHkkf"kr   

—f"k ^^VªSDVj^^ dh ifjHkk"kk ds vuq:i i<+k tk,] rks ;g dsoy ,d —f"k midj.k gksxkA bl 

çdkj bu –f"Vdks.kksa ls] esjk fopkj gS fd ,d ckj eksVj okgu vf/kfu;e ds rgr okgu ds 

iathdj.k dk vk”k; vkSj mís';] ,d —f"k midj.k ds ek/;e ls iathdj.k gS] vkSj ;fn 

bls okf.kfT;d xfrfof/k ds fy, mi;ksx fd, tkus okys ekud cksyh nLrkost esa 'kkfey 

fd;k x;k gS] rks ;g orZeku ekeys esa ekud cksyh nLrkost esa nh xbZ ^^VªSDVj^^ dh 

ifjHkk"kk dks iw.kZ vkSj larq"V ugha djsxk] tgka bldk mi;ksx ,d vuqca/k ds vuqlkj dke 

ds çn'kZu ds fy, fd;k tkuk gS] tks ,d xSj&—f"k xfrfof/k gSA  

17- ;kfpdkdrkZ ds fo}ku vf/koDrk dk rdZ gS fd pwafd ekud cksyh nLrkost ds rgr] 

;g Lo;a ekSu gS vkSj bls ^^VªSDVj^^ dks okf.kfT;d ifjogu okgu gksus ls ckgj djus ds 

fy, foLr`r ugha fd;k tk ldrk gS] ;g ,d vo/kkj.kk gS] tks bl U;k;ky; }kjk Lohdk;Z 

ugha gS D;ksafd ekud cksyh nLrkost] vius vki esa ,d dkuwu ugha gS] tSlk fd Hkkjr ds 

lafo/kku ds vuqPNsn 13] mi vuqPNsn ¼3½ ds rgr ifjHkkf"kr dkuwu gS vkSj eksVj okgu 

fu;e 1989 ds vUrxZr —f"k ^^VªSDVj^^ dh ifjHkk"kk ij ojh;rk ugha gksxhA dukZVd mPp 

U;k;ky; dh leUo; ihB us ¼2008½ 3 Vh-,-lh- 163 fMohtuy eSustj] ;wukbVsM ba';ksjsal 

daiuh fyfeVsM cuke vDdkOok vkSj vU; esa] gkykafd eksVj nq?kZVuk ds ekeys esa ,dy 

U;k;k/kh'k us vius iSjk 2] 3] 5] 14] 15] 16 vkSj 17 esa vo/kkfjr fd;k gS tks fuEufyf[kr   

gSa%& 

“2. The case of the respective claimants is that on 21.8.2001, when 

they, along with several others, were travelling in the tractor-cum-

trailer No. KA-28/T-1170 & 1171 on Bagalakote-Alamatti Road, 

the vehicle, being driven in a rash and negligent manner by the 

driver concerned, turned turtle leading to the above named claimants 

suffering injuries along with many others, who were also in the said 

vehicle. The claim petitions filed by the claimant mentioned above 

came to be allowed and claimant Akkavva was awarded a sum of 

Rs. 75,500/- and the other claimant Neelawwa was awarded a sum 

ofRs. 26,250/- by the M.A.C.T. as compensation, putting the 

liability on the appellant to satisfy the award amounts. 

3. The said order of the M.A.C.T. is called in question mainly on the 

ground that the tractor-cum-trailer, though insured with the 

appellant, the policy issued was one coming under the farmer's 

package and, therefore, the appellant is not liable to pay the 

compensation because the claimants were found travelling in the 

tractor-cum-trailer and the vehicle was not being used for 

agricultural purposes and farmer's policy did not cover the risk 
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of any other persons except those mentioned in the policy itself. 

Therefore, the question of the Insurance Company becoming liable 

will not arise. Another ground urged in the appeals is that, as the 

vehicle was used as a transport vehicle to carry the claimants as well 

as many others, the insured ought to have obtained necessary permit 

as required under Section 66 of the Motor Vehicles Act, 1988 no 

such permit was obtained by the insured. The claimants and others, 

who were found travelling in the tractor-cum-trailer, were never the 

employees of the insured and, as such, the question of covering the 

risk of the claimants even under Section 147 of the Act will not 

arise. It is on these grounds, the awards of the Tribunal are being 

assailed in these two appeals. 

5. The learned Counsel for the appellant contended that the tractor 

along with the trailer together constituted a goods vehicle and, as 

such, it was incumbent on the part of the insured to have obtained 

necessary permit as required under Section 66 of the Act and no 

such permission was obtained in the instant case and,therefore, there 

is clear violation of the requirement of law on the part of the 

insured. The vehicle in question was used for the purpose other than 

agricultural purpose and therefore, no liability will fall on the 

insurer in view of the nature of the policy taken out by the insured. 

The risk of the claimants also is not covered by the policy in 

question and it is nobody's case that the two claimants herein were 

the employees engaged in the vehicle in question by the insured or 

that the two claimants were actually employed in the vehicle for the 

purpose of carrying out the agricultural operation. It is not the case 

of the claimants that they were actually employed in the vehicle. 

Therefore, Section 147 of the M.V. Act has no application to the 

case on hand. In support of the above submission, the learned 

Counsel place reliance on the decisions of the Apex Court reported 

in National Insurance Co. Ltd. v. Challa Bharathamma, 2004 A.C.J. 

2094 : 2005 (1) T.A. C. 4 (S.C.); Ramashray Singh v. New India 

Assurance Co. Ltd., 2003 A.C.J. 1550 : 2003 (3) T.A.C. 3 (S.C.) and 

Natwar Parikh & Co. Ltd. v. State of Karnataka, 2006 A.C.J. 1 

(S.C.) and also the decision of this Court in United India Insurance 

Co. Ltd. v. Hanamanthappa, 2006 A.C.J. 2794 (Kant.). 

14. In the decision reported in National Insurance Co. Ltd. v. V. Chi 

nnamma and Ors. reported in MANU/SC/0698/2004  AIR 200 SC 

4338 , the Apex Court has observed that the Insurance Company 

will not be liable if vegetables are carried in a tractor for being 

transported to the market for sale and such an use of the vehicle 

cannot be termed as use of the tractor for agricultural purpose and 

hence the Court held that the vehicle was not used for 

agricultural purpose. In the very same decision at paragraph No. 

15 of the judgment, it has been observed thus: 
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“(15) A tractor fitted with trailer may or may not answer the 

definition of 'goods carriage' contained in Section 2(14) of the 

Motor Vehicles Act. The tractor was meant to be used for 

agricultural purposes. The trailer attached to the tractor, thus 

necessary is required to be used for agricultural purposes, 

unless registered otherwise. It may be, as has been contended 

by Mrs. K. Sharda Devi, that carriage of vegetables being 

agricultural produce would lead to an inference that the tractor 

was being used for agricultural purposes but the same by itself 

would not be construed to mean that the tractor and trailer can 

be used for carriage of goods by another person for his business 

activities. The deceased was a businessman. He used to deal in 

vegetables. After he purchased the vegetables, he was to 

transport the same to market for the purpose of sale thereof and 

not for any agricultural purpose. Tractor and trailer, therefore, 

were not being used for agricultural purposes.” 

15. In another decision reported in New India Assurance Company 

Limited v. Sandepudi Mariyamma and Ors. 2004 A.C.J. 1692 (A.P.), 

High Court of Andhra Pradesh has referred to number of decisions 

concerning the policy issued in respect of agricultural purposes. 

After referring to several decisions, it has been held that when the 

policy covered the tractor-trailer with a condition to use for 

agricultural purposes only and the policy did not cover use of the 

vehicle for hire or reward, the insurance company will not be liable 

where the owner had given the vehicle for hire and it has been used 

for transporting slabs for construction house. 

16. The effect of the above decisions is that a vehicle, which is 

insured for agricultural purpose, cannot be used for any other 

purpose and if so used in contravention of the policy taken, the 

insurance company will not be liable. Coming to the decisions 

referred to by the learned Counsel for the claimants as well as 

insured are concerned, the decision in M.F.A. No. 2545/2003 of this 

Court concerns a person travelling as a loader in the tractor cum 

trailer and therefore, the Court observed that the claimants are 

entitled for compensation as per the W.C. Act. At the same time, it 

was observed in the said decision at paragraph No. 6 that the insurer 

has not placed any evidence before the Court to show that it is an 

agricultural tractor-trailer. The facts therefore are different from the 

one with which we are concerned, because in the instant case, the 

policy Ex.R1 clearly indicates that the tractor-cum trailer was to be 

used only for agricultural purpose and for no other purpose. 

17. As regards the decision reported in 1996 (1) K.L.J. 417 is 

concerned, that was a case in which the policy in question was not a 

policy of the nature that is taken out by the insured in the instant 

case. Therefore, referring to Rule 100(1) of the M.V. Act, 1989, this 
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Court had held that the insurer cannot be absolved of liability to pay 

compensation as statutory requirement is to cover the risk of six 

employees apart from the driver. The said decision therefore, is not 

applicable to the case on hand. Similar is the situation in the case of 

Bhimavva and Ors. v. Shankar and Ors. in as much as in the said 

case, the Court held that the insurance company will be liable to the 

extent of liability under the W.C. Act in respect of employees 

travelling in the goods vehicle. Thus, we see the facts are quite 

different and it is not a case of a tractor cum trailer being used for 

agricultural purposes.” 
 

18- mijksä fu.kZ; esa] ;g vo/kkfjr fd;k x;k Fkk fd ^^VªSDVj^^ ,d —f"k midj.k gksus 

ds ckn ls] fdlku iSdst ds rgr vk jgk gS] ftldk mi;ksx fdlh Hkh —f"k mís';ksa ds 

fy, ugha fd;k tk jgk Fkk vkSj u gh uhfr ds vUrxZr iath—r fd;k x;k gS] bls 

okf.kfT;d okgu ds :i esa ugha ekuk tk,xkA blfy, ;g rdZ fd dsoy ^^VªSDVj^^ ds lkFk 

,d Vªsyj tqMs+ gksus ds dkj.k eksVj okgu vf/kfu;e /kkjk 2 mi/kkjk ¼44½ ds vUrxZr iath—

r —f"k midj.k ls igys mldk eky dks ys tkuk vfuok;Z Fkk] ;fn bldk mi;ksx fdlh 

okf.kfT;d xfrfof/k ds fy, fd;k tk jgk gS] rks mls eksVj okgu vf/kfu;e dh /kkjk 66 

ds vUrxZr vko';d ijfeV dh iwoZ vuqefr gksuh pkfg, vkSj ;fn ,slk ugha gS] ^^VªSDVj^^ 

Vª‚yh dh ç—fr ,d —f"k midj.k ds :i esa tkjh jgsxh vkSj 1989 ds fu;eksa ds rgr 

çnku dh xbZ —f"k ^^VªSDVj^^ dh ifjHkk"kk ds vUrxZr vk,xhA pwafd bl ekeys esa 

;kfpdkdrkZ }kjk çLrqr fd, x, cksyh nLrkost esa] ;g ekeyk ugha Fkk fd ^^VªSDVj^^ lg 

Vª‚yh dk mi;ksx —f"k mís';ksa ds fy, fd;k tkuk FkkA blfy,] eksVj okgu vf/kfu;e dh 

/kkjk 66 ds vUrxZr dksbZ ijfeV vkSj iwoZ vuqefr ds vHkko esa bls okf.kfT;d okgu ugha 

ekuk tk ldrk gS vkSj ;fn bls —f"k midj.k ds :i esa iath—r fd;k tk jgk gS] tSlk 

fd orZeku ekeys esa futh mÙkjnkrkvksa }kjk vkifÙk trkbZ xbZ gS] rks ;kfpdkdrkZ dh 

rduhdh cksyh dks bl lanHkZ esa gh [kkfjt djuk vko';d FkkA  

19- ekuuh; mPpre U;k;ky; us ¼2004½ 8 lqizhe dksVZ dslst 697] us'kuy ba';ksjsal 

daiuh fyfeVsM cuke oh fpUuEek vkSj vU; ds fu.kZ;  esa iSjk 15 vkSj 16 esa ;g vo/kkfjr 

fd;k gS fd& 

“15. Furthermore, a tractor is not even a goods carriage. The "good 

carriage" has been defined in Section 2(14) to mean "any motor 

vehicle constructed or adapted for use solely for the carriage of 

goods, or any motor vehicle not so constructed oradapted when used 

for the carriage of goods" whereas "tractor" has been defined in 

Section 2(44) to mean "a motor vehicle which is not itself 

constructed to carry any load (other than equipment used for the 

purpose of propulsion); but excludes a road-roller". 
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The "trailer" has been defined in Section 2(46) to mean "any 

vehicle, other than a semi-trailer and a side car, drawn or intended to 

be drawn by a motor vehicle". 
 

16. A tractor fitted with a trailer may or may or may not answer the 

definition of goods carriage contained in Section 2(14) of the Motor 

Vehicles Act. The tractor was meant to be used for agricultural 

purposes. The trailer attached to the tractor, thus, necessarily is 

required to be used for agricultural purposes, unless registered 

otherwise. It may be as has been contended by Mrs. K. Sharda 

Devi, that carriage of vegetables being agricultural produce would 

lead to an inference that the tractor was being used for agricultural 

purposes but the same by itself would not be construed to mean that 

the tractor and trailer can be used for carriage of goods by another12 

person for his business activities. The deceased was a businessman. 

He used to deal in vegetables. After he purchased the vegetables, he 

was to transport the same to market for the purpose of sale thereof 

and not for any agricultural purpose. The tractor and trailer, 

therefore, were not being used for agricultural purposes. However, 

even if it be assumed that the trailer would answer the description of 

the "goods carriage" as contained in Section 2(14) of the Motor 

Vehicles Act, the case would be covered by the decisions of this 

Court in Asha Rani (supra) and other decisions following the same, 

as the accident had taken place on 24-11-1991, i.e., much prior to 

coming into force of 1994 amendment.” 
 

20- fpUuEek ds iwoksZä U;k; fu.kZ; esa ;g vo/kkfjr fd;k x;k gS fd ^^VªSDVj^^] tc bls 

1989 ds dsaæh; fu;eksa ds vUrxZr —f"k ^^VªSDVj^^ ds :i esa Lora= :i ls iath—r vkSj 

ifjHkkf"kr fd;k tkrk gS] rks ;g eky okgd ugha gksxk] D;ksafd bls eksVj okgu vf/kfu;e 

dh /kkjk 2 dh mi/kkjk ¼14½ ds vUrxZr Lora= :i ls ifjHkkf"kr fd;k x;k gS vkSj bl 

çdkj ,d ckj vf/kfu;e us Lo;a ,d vyx vfHkO;fä nh gS] ,d eky okgd ,d Lora= 

okgu gS] ftls vf/kfu;e ds rgr ifjHkkf"kr fd;k x;k gS vkSj tgka ^^VªSDVj^^ dks fu;eksa ds 

lkFk&lkFk eksVj okgu vf/kfu;e dh /kkjk&2 mi/kkjk ¼44½ ds vUrxZr Lora= :i ls 

ifjHkkf"kr fd;k x;k gS] rks ;g vius vki esa ,d okf.kfT;d okgu ;k eky okgd ugha cu 

tk,xk vkSj ,d ckj tc ;g eky okgd ugha gksxk tSlk fd mldh cksyh ds leFkZu esa 

nk;j nLrkostksa ls Li"V gksxk] bls ,d okf.kfT;d midj.k ;k okgu ds :i esa ugha ekuk 

tk ldrk gS] ftldk mi;ksx eksVj okgu vf/kfu;e dh /kkjk 66 ds rgr iwoZ vuqefr ds 

fcuk] blds iathdj.k ds foijhr mís'; ds fy, fd;k tk ldrk gSA  

21- orZeku ekeys ds fof'k"V rF;ksa vkSj ifjfLFkfr;ksa ds n`f”Vx]  bl U;k;ky; dks bl 

igyw ij fopkj djuk gS fd D;k Hkkjr ds lafo/kku ds vuqPNsn 226 ds vUrxZr fjV 

vnkyrsa lafonkRed ekeyksa esa varfje vkns'k ns ldrh gSa] ftldk lkoZtfud fgr ds fy, 
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ifj;kstuk dks iwjh rjg ls jksds j[kus ij vlj iM+ ldrk gSA blds mÙkj esa] U;k;ky; dk 

er gS fd ekuuh; mPpre U;k;ky; }kjk fu.kZ;ksa dh Ja[kyk esa bl eqís ij yxkrkj fopkj 

fd;k x;k gS] muesa ls dqN ij ;gka fopkj fd;k tk jgk gSA  

22- ;g Li"V djus ds fy, fd D;k dk;Z ifj;kstukvksa ls lacaf/kr ekeyksa esa vkSj fo'ks"k 

:i ls tufgr vkSj tu lqfo/kk ls lacaf/kr dk;ksaZ ds laca/k esa vkSj og Hkh igkM+h {ks=ksa esa 

lM+d cukus ds lanHkZ esa varfje vkns'k ikfjr fd, tk ldrs gSaA ekuuh; loksZPp U;k;ky; 

}kjk ;g vo/kkfjr fd;k x;k gS fd igkM+h {ks=ksa esa mi;qä lM+dksa dh O;oLFkk djuk {ks= 

ds ukxfjdksa dk ,d ekSfyd vf/kdkj gS] D;ksafd ;g O;fä;ksa vkSj oLrqvksa dh xfr'khyrk 

dk ,dek= miyC/k rjhdk gS] tSlk fd ,vkbZvkj 1986 lqçhe dksVZ 847] fgekapy çns'k 

jkT; vkSj vU; cuke mEesn jke 'kekZ vkSj vU; esa vo/kkfjr fd;k x;k gSA  mDr fu.kZ; 

dk iSjk fuEufyf[kr gS%& 

“11. It appears to us that in the facts of this case, the controversy lies 

within a short compass. It is well-settled that the persons who have 

applied to the High Court by the letter are persons affected by the 

absence of usable road because they are poor Harijan residents of 

the area, their access by communication, indeed to life outside is 

obstructed and/or prevented by the absence of road. The entire State 

of Himachal Pradesh is in hills and without workable roads, no 

communication is possible. Every person is entitled to life as 

enjoined in Article 21 of the Constitution and in the facts of this case 

read in conjunction with Article 19(1)(d) of the Constitution and in 

the background of Article 38(2) of the Constitution every person has 

right under Article 19(1)(d) to move freely throughout the territory 

of India and he has also the right under Article 21 to his life and that 

right under Article 21 embraces not only physical existence of life 

but the quality of life and for residents of hilly areas, access to road 

is access to life itself. These propositions are well-settled. We accept 

the proposition that there should be road for communication in 

reasonable conditions in view of our Constitutional imperatives and 

denial of that right would be denial of the life as understood in its 

richness and fullness by the ambit of the Constitution. To the 

residents of the hilly areas as far as feasible and possible society has 

constitutional obligation to provide roads for communication. 

23- ekuuh; loksZPp U;k;ky; us vo/kkfjr fd;k gS fd igkM+h {ks=ksa esa lM+ds fcNkuk ;k 

lM+d miyC/k djkuk ,d ekSfyd vf/kdkj gS] ;g lqfuf'pr djus ds fy, lHkh ç;kl vkSj 

dk;Z fd, tkus pkfg, fd lM+d ifj;kstukvksa dks fcNkus ls lacaf/kr dk;Z ,d l[r le; 

lhek ds Hkhrj iwjk fd;k tk,] rkfd futh okf.kfT;d fgrksa ds fy, lkoZtfud lqfo/kk ij 

çfrdwy çHkko u iM+sA  
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24- ekuuh; loksZPp U;k;ky; }kjk ,l,yih ¼lh½ la[;k 1616@2022] ckykth osaplZ 

çkbosV fyfeVsM cuke egkjk"Vª LVsV ikoj tsujs'ku daiuh fyfeVsM rFkk vU; ds fu.kZ; esa] 

tks Hkh fufonk çfØ;k ls mRiUu fookn ds laca/k esa Fkk] tgka fufonk nLrkost ds ,d [kaM 

dks pqukSrh nh xbZ Fkh vkSj mPp U;k;ky; }kjk ,d varfje vkns'k iznku fd;k x;k FkkA 

mi;qZä fu.kZ; ds iSjk 5 esa] ;g vo/kkfjr fd;k x;k gS fd ;fn varfje jkgr çnku djuk] 

oLrqr% varfje Lrj ij fjV ;kfpdk dh vuqefr nsus ds leku gS] varfje jkgr çnku djus 

ds cjkcj gS] rks bl ckr ij fopkj djuk gksxk fd fufonk çfØ;k ds ifj.kke D;k gksaxs 

vkSj blds rgr D;k fd;k tkuk vko';d gS] ;fn fjV ;kfpdk dks i”pkrorhZ Lrj ij 

[kkfjt dj fn;k tkrk gS] vkSj ,slh fLFkfr esa bl rjg ds viokn dks cuk;k tkuk pkfg,] 

tgka ;fn fdlh fookn ds fy, xq.k&nks"k ds vk/kkj ij fu.kZ; dh vko';drk gksrh gS] rks 

dk;Z ifj;kstuk dks LFkfxr ;k jksd dj ugha j[kk tkuk pkfg, vkSj blds ctk; U;k;ky; 

dks bl rF; ds çfr lpsr gksuk pkfg, fd ;fn fjV ;kfpdk dh foQyrk ds 

ifj.kkeLo:i] dke dks LFkfxr j[kk tkrk gS] rks ;kfpdkdrkZ dks fjV ;kfpdk esa lQy 

gksus dh fLFkfr esa oSdfYid rjhds ds :i esa {kfriwfrZ izkIr djus ds fy, i;kZIr volj gksaxs 

vkSj ,sls ekeyksa esa U;k;ky;ksa }kjk dksbZ varfje vkns'k ugha fn;k tkuk pkfg,A lacaf/kr iSjk 

5 fuEufyf[kr gS%& 

“5. Before we consider the submission on behalf of learned counsel 

for the petitioner on merits, we would like to observe and 

disapprove and deprecate the grant of interim 4 relief by the High 

Court vide orders dated 14.12.2021 and 20.01.2022 respectively. 

The interim relief which was granted by the High Court was as such 

a final relief which could have been granted after deciding the 

matter finally. The High Court passed an interim relief directing that 

the petitioner shall be allowed to take part in the tender process 

without insisting to the impugned requirement or obtaining NOC 

from Vimla and to issue a corrigendum to the tender notice. Thus, by 

way of interim relief the High Court directed to ignore the tender 

clause which was under challenge that too at the interim stage 

virtually allowing the main writ petition. We disapprove and 

deprecate the grant of such interim relief virtually allowing the writ 

petitions at an interim stage. The High Court ought to have 

appreciated that if by way of interim relief, a tenderer/petitioner 

is permitted to participate in the tender process without insisting 

upon the tender clause which was under challenge and 

subsequently the writ petition is dismissed what would be the 

consequences. In the present case itself subsequently the writ 

petition has been dismissed. The question may arise what will be the 

consequences of the interim order by which the petitioner was 

permitted to take part in the tender process without insisting upon 
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the impugned requirement by obtaining NOC from Vimla. 

Therefore, no such interim relief could have been passed by the 

High Court. 

5.1 Now so far as the impugned Judgment and order passed by the 

High Court dismissing the writ petitions is concerned, what was15 

challenged before the High Court was one of the tender 

conditions/clauses. The High Court has specifically observed and 

noted the justification for providing clause 1.12(V). The said clause 

was to be applied to all the tenderers/bidders. It cannot be said that 

such clause was a tailor made to suit a particular bidder. It was 

applicable to all. Owner should always have the freedom to provide 

the eligibility criteria and/or the terms and conditions of the bid 

unless it is found to be arbitrary, mala fide and/or tailor made. The 

bidder/tenderer cannot be permitted to challenge the bid 

condition/clause which might not suit him and/or convenient to him. 

As per the settled proposition of law as such it is an offer to the 

prospective bidder/tenderer to compete and submit the tender 

considering the terms and conditions mentioned in the tender 

document. 

5.2 In the case of Silppi Constructions Contractors vs. Union of 

India, (2020) 16 SCC 489, it is observed in para 20 as under: “20. 

The essence of the law laid down in the judgments referred to above 

is the exercise of restraint and caution; the need for overwhelming 

public interest to justify judicial intervention in matters of contract 

involving the State instrumentalities; the courts should give way to 

the opinion of the experts unless the decision is totally arbitrary or 

unreasonable; the court does not sit like a court of appeal over the 

appropriate authority; the court must realise that the authority 

floating the tender is the best judge of its requirements and, 

therefore, the court's interference should be minimal. The authority 

which floats the contract or tender, and has authored the tender 5 

documents is the best judge as to how the documents have to be 

interpreted. If two interpretations are possible then the interpretation 

of the author must be accepted. The courts will only interfere to 

prevent arbitrariness, irrationality, bias, mala fides or perversity. 

With this approach in mind we shall deal with the present case.” 

5.3 In the case of Montecarlo Limited vs. National Thermal Power 

Corporation Limited, (2016) 15 SCC 272, it is observed and held 

that the tender inviting authority is the best person to understand and 

appreciate its requirement and tender documents, so long as there 

are no mala fides/arbitrariness etc. It is further observed and held 

that the Government must have freedom of contract and such action 

can be tested by applying Wednesbury principle and also examining 

whether it suffers from arbitrariness or bias or mala fides.” 
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25- ekuuh; loksZPp U;k;ky; }kjk 2022 ,llhlh v‚uykbu ,llh 111] us'kuy gkbZ 

LihM jsy d‚iksZjs'ku fyfeVsM cuke eksaVsdkyksZ fyfeVsM vkSj vU; ds okn esa] ikfjr fu.kZ; 

fnukafdr 31-01-2022 ds iSjk 15 vkSj 16 esa vo/kkfjr fd;k gS fd dk;Z vuqca/kksa esa LFkxu 

nsrs le; fjV vnkyrksa dks lko/kkuh j[kuh pkfg,] ftlds ifj.kkeLo:i cM+h ifj;kstukvksa 

;k lkoZtfud fgr dh ifj;kstukvksa ds fu"iknu esa varr% nsjh gksrh gSA mä fu.kZ; ds iSjk 

15 vkSj 16 fuEufyf[kr gSa& 

“15. Before we part, we deem it proper to express few words of 

caution to the High Courts while entertaining the writ petitions 

challenging the tender process midway and/or while interfering with 

the tender process in the contracts, more particularly, with respect to 

the contracts/projects funded by the foreign countries and with 

respect to the Mega project like the present one. Before entertaining 

the writ petition with respect to such Mega projects funded by the 

foreign countries, one has to appreciate that funds of such Mega 

projects by the foreign country is followed by a detailed discussion 

between the Prime Ministers of both the countries and to strengthen 

bilateral cooperation in the rail sector. The foreign country is ready 

to invest/fund such a huge amount on non- negotiated terms and the 

Bid Documents are prepared by the foreign financial agency/country 

in accordance with the latest version of the Standard Bidding 

Documents. These investments from developed nations are made on 

the basis of non-negotiated terms and conditions, where the sole 

discretion as to what would be the conditions of the investments and 

on what terms the contractors would be chosen to implement the 

project, vests with the investor foreign developed nation. 

Considering the special peculiarities of such foreign sovereign 

funded development contracts, which can be envisaged and exist 

only due to the availability of the investment and willingness of the 

foreign sovereign country to finance such infrastructure project, the 

said contracts assume the different characteristics. Therefore, there 

shall be different considerations so far as the judicial interference is 

concerned between the foreign funded contracts and the ordinary 

public works contracts funded from public exchequer. It is always to 

be borne in mind and as observed by this Court in the case of Asia 

Foundation and Construction Ltd. (supra), it is difficult for a 

developing country to go ahead with such a high cost project unless 

the developed country grant loan/subsidy and/or ready to fund such 

high cost projects, which are very important projects for developing 

country, more particularly, when the developed country is ready to 

fund a hugeamount at a minimal concessional rate of interest and on 

suitable terms and conditions of repayment. It is also to be noted 

that any delay in execution of such a Mega project, which is very 

important project for the developing country like India may not be 

in the larger public interest and in the nation's interest. Such an 
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interference by the Courts midway and delay in the projects like 

these which is funded by the foreign countries on bilateral mutual 

understanding/agreement by the developed country to a developing 

country may affect the future investments/funding. Many a times, 

such a delay in the execution of the project due to the intervention 

by the Courts may have cascading effect on the project cost 

andultimately may increase the project cost and may impose heavy 

financial burden and lead to increased and unbudgeted expenditure. 

Therefore, while exercising the writ jurisdiction challenging the 

tender process midway and/or while entertaining the writ petition 

challenging the award of contract with respect to such Mega 

projects, more particularly, when such Mega projects are funded by 

the foreign countries, the Courts have to bear in mind the following 

principles laid down by this Court in the case of Tata Cellular v. 

Union of India, 1994 6 SCC 651 in paragraph 94 as under: 

94. The principles deducible from the above are: 

(1) The modern trend points to judicial restraint in 

administrative action. 

(2) The court does not sit as a court of appeal butmerely 

reviews the manner in which the decision was made. 

(3) The court does not have the expertise to correct the 

administrative decision. If a review of the administrative 

decision is permitted it will be substituting its own decision, 

without the necessary expertise which itself may be fallible. 

(4) The terms of the invitation to tender cannot be open to 

judicial scrutiny because the invitation to tender is in the 

realm of contract. Normally speaking, the decision to accept 

the tender or award the contract is reached by process of 

negotiations through several tiers. More often than not, such 

decisions are made qualitatively by experts. 

(5) The Government must have freedom of contract. In other 

words, a fair play in the joints is a necessary concomitant for 

an administrative body functioning in an administrative 

sphere or quasi-administrative sphere. However, the decision 

must not only be tested by the application of Wednesbury 

principle of reasonableness (including its other facts pointed 

out above) but must be free from arbitrariness not affected by 

bias or actuated by mala fides. 

(6) Quashing decisions may impose heavy administrative 

burden on the administration and lead to increased and 

unbudgeted expenditure. 

Based on these principles we will examine the facts of this case 

since they commend to us as the correct principles. 

Even while entertaining the writ petition and/or granting the stay 

which ultimately may delay the execution of the Mega projects, it 

must be remembered that it may seriously impede the execution of 
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the projects of public importance and disables the State and/or its 

agencies/instrumentalities from discharging the constitutional and 

legal obligation towards the citizens. Therefore, the High Courts 

should be extremely careful and circumspect in exercise of its 

discretion while entertaining such petitions and/or while granting 

stay in such matters. Even in a case where the High Court is of the 

prima facie opinion that the decision is as such perverse and/or 

arbitrary and/or suffers from mala fides and/or favouritism, while 

entertaining such writ petition and/or pass any appropriate interim18 

order, High Court may put to the writ Petitioner's notice that in case 

the Petitioner loses and there is a delay in execution of the project 

due to such proceedings initiated by him/it, he/they may be saddled 

with the damages caused for delay in execution of such projects, 

which may be due to such frivolous litigations initiated by him/it. 

With these words of caution and advise, we rest the matter there and 

leave it to the wisdom of the concerned Court(s), which ultimately 

may look to the larger public interest and the national interest 

involved. 

16. In view of the above and for the reasons stated above, the 

impugned judgment and order passed by the High Court is clearly 

unsustainable and the same deserves to be quashed and set aside and 

is accordingly quashed and set aside. Present appeal is allowed 

accordingly. The original writ petition before the High Court filed 

by the original writ Petitioner-Respondent herein stands dismissed. 

No costs. 

Pending application(s), if any, also stand disposed of.” 
 

26- ekuuh; loksZPp U;k;ky; us ;g vo/kkfjr fd;k gS fd ftu ekeyksa esa çFke –"V;k 

ekeyk curk gS vkSj ;gka rd fd ,sls ekeys esa Hkh tgka çFke –"V;k fo—fr gS] mPp 

U;k;ky; dks varfje vkns'k ikfjr djus ls cpuk pkfg,] ftlls tufgr dh ifj;kstukvksa 

esa nsjh gks ldrh gSA  

27- ekuuh; loksZPp U;k;ky; us 2020 ,llhlh v‚uykbu ,llh 538] jktLFkku jkT; 

HkaMkj.k fuxe cuke LVkj ,xzhos;jgkmflax ,aM dksysVjy eSustesaV fyfeVsM vkSj vU; ds  

okn dss iSjk 10 vkSj 12 esa ;g vo/kkfjr fd;k gS fd fjV vnkyrsa] vuqca/k ekeyksa esa] tgka 

fookn cksyh nLrkost dh 'krksaZ dks nh tkus okyh mfpr O;k[;k ls mRiUu gks jgk gS] 

U;k;ky; dks vkerkSj ij lafonkRed ekeyksa esa dksbZ Hkh varfje vkns'k ikfjr djus esa la;e 

cjruk pkfg,] bls dsoy rHkh fn;k tkuk pkfg,] tc varfje vkns'k ds vHkko esa fdlh 

fLFkfr esa] bldk turk ds vf/kdkjksa ij gkfudkjd çHkko iM+sxk] ysfdu iz”uxr ekeys esa] 

varfje vkns'k nsuk igkM+h {ks=ksa ls lacaf/kr yksxksa ds lkoZtfud fgrksa ds fy, gkfudkjd gS] 

ftUgsa le; ij mi;qä lM+dsa çnku dh tk jgh gSa] ftls igys ls gh ekuuh; loksZPp 

U;k;ky; ds mijksDr QSlys ds vuqlkj igkM+h yksxksa ds fy, thou dk vf/kdkj ekuk x;k 
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gS] lM+dksa dks fcNkus dh ifj;kstukvksa ij jksd mPp U;k;ky; }kjk ugha yxkbZ tkuh 

pkfg,] D;ksafd fjV ;kfpdk esa lQy gksus ij Bsdsnkj dks {kfriwfrZ ds Hkqxrku }kjk mi;qä 

:i ls ikfjJfed fn;k tk ldrk gSA fu.kZ; ds iSjk 10 vkSj 12 fuEufyf[kr gSa& 

10. The question of grant of interim stay in contractual matters was 

examined by this Court in a judgment reported as Raunaq 

International Ltd. v. I.V.R. Construction Ltd. The Court held as 

under: 

12. Therefore, we find that the grant of interim order which 

impinges upon the grant of contract by the Appellant is not in public 

interest that too without recording any reasons when the Writ 

Petition was dismissed by the Learned Single Judge.” 
 

28- ekuuh; mPpre U;k;ky; }kjk yxHkx blh çdkj ds fookn esa] tks vihydrkZ dks 

fufonk nsus ls lacaf/kr gS] tks ,d lQy cksyhnkrk Fkk] ftlus cksyh nLrkostksa ds 

ekfydkuk gd vkSj ml O;k[;k ij loky mBkrs gq, ,d fjV dh ekax dh Fkh] O;k[;k dh 

xbZ FkhA ;g jkSud baVjus'kuy fyfeVsM cuke vkbZohvkj daLVªD'ku fyfeVsM vkSj vU;  

¼1999½1 lqçhe dksVZ dslst 492 ds okn esa vo/kkfjr fd;k x;k Fkk] ftlds iSjk 13] 18 

vkSj 25 çklafxd gksaxs] tks fuEufyf[kr gSa& 

“13. Hence before entertaining a writ petition and passing any 

interim orders in such petitions, the court must carefully weigh 

conflicting public interests. Only when it comes to a conclusion that 

there is an overwhelming public interest in entertaining the petition, 

the court should intervene. 

18. The same considerations must weigh with the court when 

interim orders are passed in such petitions. The party at whose 

instance interim orders are obtained has to be made accountable for 

the consequences of the interim order. The interim order could delay 

the project, jettison finely worked financial arrangements and 

escalate costs. Hence the petitioner asking for interim orders, in 

appropriate cases should be asked to provide security for any 

increase in cost as a result of such delay, or any damages suffered by 

the opposite party in consequence of an interim order. Otherwise 

public detriment may outweigh public benefit in granting such 

interim orders. Stay order or injunction order, if issued, must be 

moulded to provide for restitution. 

25. Therefore, when such a stay order is obtained at the instance of a 

private party or even at the instance of a body litigating in public 

interest, any interim order which stops the project from proceeding 

further must provide for the reimbursement of costs to the public in 

case ultimately the litigation started by such an individual or body 

fails. The public must be compensated both for the delay in 

implementation of the project and the cost escalation resulting from 
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such delay. Unless an adequate provision is made for this in the 

interim order, the interim order may prove counterproductive.” 
 

29- mi;qZä U;k; fu.kZ;ksa esa] ftlesa ekuuh; loksZPp U;k;ky; us ;g çko/kkfur fd;k gS 

fd mPp U;k;ky;ksa dks fjV ;kfpdk ij fopkj djus vkSj dksbZ varfje vkns'k ikfjr djus 

ls igys] dk;Z Bsdsnkjksa ls lacaf/kr ,slh ;kfpdkvksa esa] lh/ks fufonk ds rgr] ftlesa ljdkjh 

[ktkus dks 'kkfey fd;k tkrk gS] ftlesa lkoZtfud fgr 'kkfey gksrk gS] vkSj ftlds 

dkj.k lkoZtfud egRo dh ifj;kstuk ds çorZu esa nsjh gks ldrh gS] ekuuh; mPpre 

U;k;ky; us yxkrkj ;g dgk gS fd varfje vkns'k nsrs le; mPp U;k;ky;ksa dks tufgr 

ds chp la?k"kZ vkSj futh fgrksa ds chp la?k"kZ ij fopkj djuk gksrk gS vkSj varfje Lrj ij 

gLr{ksi dsoy rHkh fd;k tkuk pkfg, tc vR;f/kd tufgr gks] tks futh fgr ij 

vfHkHkkoh gksA  

30- ekuuh; loksZPp U;k;ky; us ,d vkSj fu.kZ; ,vkbZvkj 2019 lqçhe dksVZ 3327] 

ds;jVsy bUQksVsd fyfeVsM cuke fganqLrku isVªksfy;e d‚iksZjs'ku fyfeVsM vkSj vU; ds okn 

es ;g vo/kkfjr fd;k gS fd Hkkjr ds lafo/kku ds vuqPNsn 226 ds vUrxZr fjV vnkyrksa 

dks fufonk nLrkost esa lq/kkj djus ;k fufonk çfØ;k esa Hkkx ysus dk bjknk j[kus okys 

Hkkoh fufonkdrkZ ds fy, bls vf/kd mfpr ;k fu"i{k cukus ds fy, dksbZ vf/kdkj ugha gSA 

okLro esa fufonk dk ys[kd fufonk nLrkost dh vko';drkvksa dks le>us vkSj mudh 

ljkguk djus ds fy, lcls vPNk O;fä gS] ftls rRdky ekeys esa vk{ksfir vkns'k esa lgh 

<ax ls ljkgk x;k gS] ftlesa ekud cksyh nLrkost esa mfYyf[kr ^^VªSDVj^^ dk eryc 

fuf'pr :i ls dsoy ^^,d okf.kfT;d VªSDVj^^ gksxk] u fd ^^—f"k VªSDVj^^] tSlk fd 1989 

ds fu;eksa ds vUrxZr ifjHkkf"kr fd;k x;k gSA mi;qZä fl)karksa dks mä fu.kZ; ds iSjk 36 

ls 42 esa O;kid :i ls fu/kkZfjr fd;k x;k Fkk] tks fuEufyf[kr gSa% & 

“36. We consider it appropriate to make certain observations in the 

context of the nature of dispute which is before us. Normally parties 

would be governed by their contracts and the tender terms, and 

really no writ would be maintainable Under Article 226 of the 

Constitution of India. In view of Government and Public Sector 

Enterprises venturing into economic activities, this Court found it 

appropriate to build in certain checks and balances of fairness in 

procedure. It is this approach which has given rise to scrutiny of 

tenders in writ proceedings Under Article 226 of the Constitution of 

India. It, however, appears that the window has been opened too 

wide as almost every small or big tender is now sought to be 

challenged in writ proceedings almost as a matter of routine. This21 

in turn, affects the efficacy of commercial activities of the public 

sectors, which may be in competition with the private sector. This 

could hardly have been the objective in mind. An unnecessary, close 



                                                                                                                                 20 

scrutiny of minute details, contrary to the view of the tendering 

authority, makes awarding of contracts by Government and Public 

Sectors a cumbersome exercise, with long drawn out litigation at the 

threshold. The private sector is competing often in the same field. 

Promptness and efficiency levels in private contracts, thus, often 

tend to make the tenders of the public sector a non-competitive 

exercise. This works to a great disadvantage to the Government and 

the Public Sector. 

37. In Afcons Infrastructure Limited v. Nagpur Metro Rail 

Corporation Limited and Anr., this Court has expounded further 

on this aspect, while observing that the decision making process 

inaccepting or rejecting the bid should not be interfered with. 

Interference is permissible only if the decision making process is 

arbitrary or irrational to an extent that no responsible authority, 

acting reasonably and in accordance with law, could have reached 

such a decision. It has been cautioned that Constitutional Courts are 

expected to exercise restraint in interfering with the 

administrativedecision and ought not to substitute their view for that 

of the administrative authority. Mere disagreement with the decision 

making process would not suffice. 

38. Another aspect emphasised is that the author of the document is 

the best person to understand and appreciate its requirements. In the 

facts of the present case, the view, on interpreting the tender 

documents, of Respondent No. 1 must prevail. Respondent No. 1 

itself, appreciative of the wording of Clause 20 and the format, has 

taken a considered view. Respondent No. 3 cannot compel its own 

interpretation of the contract to be thrust on Respondent No. 1, or 

ask the Court to compel Respondent No. 1 to accept that 

interpretation. In fact, the Court went on to observe in the aforesaid 

judgment that it is possible that the author of the tender may give an 

interpretation that is not acceptable to the Constitutional Court, but 

that itself would not be a reason for interfering with the 

interpretation given. We reproduce the observations in this behalf as 

under: 

15. We may add that the owner or the employer of a project, 

having authored the tender documents, is the best person to 

understand and appreciate its requirements and interpret its 

documents. The constitutional courts must defer to this 

understanding and appreciation of the tender documents, unless 

there is mala fide or perversity in the understanding or 

appreciation or in the application of the terms of the tender 

conditions. It is possible that the owner or employer of a project 

may give an interpretation to the tender documents that is not 

acceptable to the constitutional courts but that by itself is not a 

reason for interfering with the interpretation given. 
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39. We may also refer to the judgment of this Court in Nabha Power 

Limited (NPL) v. Punjab State Power Corporation Limited (PSPCL) 

and Anr., authored by one of us (Sanjay Kishan Kaul, J.). The legal 

principles for interpretation of commercial contracts have been 

discussed. In the said judgment, a reference was made to the 

observations of the Privy Council in Attorney General of Belize v. 

Belize Telecom Ltd. as under: 

16. Before discussing in greater detail the reasoning of the 

Court of Appeal, the Board will make some general 

observations about the process of implication. The court has no 

power to improve upon the instrument which it is called upon 

to construe, whether it be a contract, a statute or articles of 

association. It cannot introduce terms to make it fairer or more 

reasonable. It is concerned only to discover what the instrument 

means. However, that meaning is not necessarily or always 

what the authors or parties to the document would have 

intended... 

.................... 

19......In Trollope & Colls Ltd. v. North West Metropolitan 

Regional Hospital Board Lord Pearson, with whom Lord Guest 

and Lord Diplock agreed, said: 

the court does not make a contract for the parties. The 

court will not even improve the contract which the parties 

have made for themselves, however desirable the 

improvement might be. The court's function is to interpret 

and apply the contract which the parties havemade for 

themselves. If the express terms are perfectly clear and free 

from ambiguity, there is no choice to be made between 

different possible meanings: the clear terms must be 

applied even if the court thinks some other terms would 

have been more suitable. An unexpressed term can be 

implied if and only if the court finds that the parties must 

have intended that term to form part of their contract: it is 

not enough for the court to find that such a term would 

have been adopted by the parties as reasonable men if it 

had been suggested to them: it must have been a term that 

went without saying, a term necessary to give business 

efficacy to the contract, a term which, though tacit, formed 

part of the contract which the parties made for themselves. 

40. Nabha Power Limited (NPL)2 also took note of the earlier 

judgment of this Court in Satya Jain (Dead) Through L.Rs. and Ors. 

v. Anis Ahmed Rushdie (Dead) Through L.Rs. and Ors. (2013) 8 

SCC 131, which discussed the principle of business efficacy as 

proposed by Bowen, L.J. in the Moorcock (1889) LR 14 PD 64 

(CA). It has been elucidated that this test requires that terms can be 

implied only if it is necessary to give business efficacy to the 
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contract to avoid failure of the contract and only the bare minimum 

of implication is to be there to achieve this goal. Thus, if the23 

contract makes business sense without the implication of terms, the 

courts will not imply the same. 

41. The judgment in Nabha Power Limited (NPL)2 concluded with 

the following observations in para 72: 

72. We may, however, in the end, extend a word of caution. It 

should certainly not be an endeavour of commercial courts to 

look to implied terms of contract. In the current day and age, 

making of contracts is a matter of high technical expertise with 

legal brains from all sides involved in the process of drafting a 

contract. It is even preceded by opportunities of seeking 

clarifications and doubts so that the parties know what they are 

getting into. Thus, normally a contract should be read as it 

reads, as per its express terms. The implied terms is a concept, 

which is necessitated only when the Penta-test referred to 

aforesaid comes into play. There has to be a strict necessity for 

it. In the present case, we have really only read the contract in 

the manner it reads. We have not really read into it any 'implied 

term' but from the collection of clauses, come to a conclusion as 

to what the contract says. The formula for energy charges, to 

our mind, was quite clear. We have only expounded it in 

accordance to its natural grammatical contour, keeping in mind 

the nature of the contract. 

42. We have considered it appropriate to, once again, emphasise the 

aforesaid aspects, especially in the context of endeavours of courts 

to give their own interpretation to contracts, more specifically tender 

terms, at the behest of a third party competing for the tender, rather 

than what is propounded by the party framing the tender. The object 

cannot be that in every contract, where some parties would lose out, 

they should get the opportunity to somehow pick holes, to disqualify 

the successful parties, on grounds on which even the party floating 

the tender finds no merit.” 
 

31- gky gh esa ekuuh; loksZPp U;k;ky; us flfoy vihy la[;k 1846 o”kZ 2022  eSllZ 

,u th çkstsDV~l fyfeVsM cuke esllZ fouksn dqekj tSu vkSj vU;] tSlk fd 21-3-2022 dks 

çLrqr fd;k x;k Fkk] ds fu.kZ; ds iSjk 16 vkSj 17 esa vo/kkfjr fd;k fd çfØ;kRed 

vukSfpR; dh O;k[;k ds çHkko ls lacaf/kr fu.kZ; dk lanHkZ nsrs le;] VkVk lsY;wyj cuke 

Hkkjr la?k ¼1994½ 6 lqizhe dksVZ dslst 651 esa fjiksVZ fd, x, fu.kZ; ds vuqlkj ços'k 

djus ds fy, dsoy ;gh xqatkb'k cph Fkh] fo'ks"k :i ls VkVk lsY;wyj ds fu.kZ; ds fu.kZ; 

esa izfrikfnr fl)karksa vkSj ¼2016½ 16 lqizhe dksVZ dslst 818 ,QdksUl bUQzkLVªDpj 

fyfeVsM cuke ukxiqj esVªks jsy d‚iksZjs'ku vkSj ,d vU; ds lkFk&lkFk flYih daLVªD'ku 

d‚UVªSDVlZ cuke ;wfu;u v‚Q bafM;k 2019 ,llhlh v‚uykbu ,llh 1133 ds fl)karksa dk 
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ikyu djrs gq, rFkk blds rqyukRed fo'ys"k.k ij fopkj djrs gq, iSjk 77 esa nh xbZ 'krksaZ 

ds vuqlkj varr% ekuuh; mPpre U;k;ky; }kjk gky ds fu.kZ; ds iSjk 21 vkSj 22 esa tks 

fu"d"kZ fudkyk x;k gS fd pwafd lM+d dk fuekZ.k ,d volajpuk ifj;kstuk gS] blfy, 

fjV U;k;ky;ksa dks volajpuk ifj;kstukvksa vkSj cksyh yxkus okyksa ds fuekZ.k ij jksd 

yxkus ls cpuk pkfg,A ;fn mUgsa mBkus dh vuqefr nh tkrh gS] lQy cksyhnkrk dks 

v;ksX; ?kksf"kr djus dh laHkkouk gS] ftl ij fufonk tkjh djus okys i{k dks Hkh dksbZ ne 

utj ugha vkrkA blds ctk; ;g fu/kkZfjr fd;k x;k gS fd fufonkvksa ds ckjhd fooj.kksa 

dh vuko';d vkSj vkdfLed tkap] Hkys gh ;g fufonk çkf/kdj.k ds –f"Vdks.k ds foijhr 

gks] ;fn ;g lafonk nsus dks ykxw djrk gS ftlds ifj.kkeLo:i ,d cksf>y vkSj yach 

eqdnesckth gksrh gS] rks O;k[;k ,d ,slk fu.kZ; gksuk pkfg, ftls {kfriwfrZ ds Hkqxrku }kjk 

mi;qä :i ls ikfjJfed fn;k tk ldsA lqlaxr iSjkxzkQ 10] 16] 17] 21] 22 vkSj 23 

fuEufyf[kr gSa& 

“10. We find that the interference in contract awarded to the 

appellant is wholly unwarranted and has caused loss to public 

interest. Construction of roads is an essential part of development of 

infrastructure in any State. The learned Single Bench and the 

Division Bench of the High Court were exercising power of judicial 

review to find out whether the decision of the State was manifestly 

arbitrary or unjust as laid down by this Court in Tata Cellular 

v.Union of India 3 and to act as appellate authority over the decision 

of the State. This Court in Tata Cellular held as under: 

“70. It cannot be denied that the principles of judicial review 

would apply to the exercise of contractual powers by 

Government bodies in order to prevent arbitrariness or 3 (1994) 

6 SCC 651 5 favouritism. However, it must be clearly stated 

that there are inherent limitations in exercise of that power of 

judicial review. Government is the guardian of the finances of 

the State. It is expected to protect the financial interest of the 

State. The right to refuse the lowest or any other tender is 

always available to the Government. But, the principles laid 

down in Article 14 of the Constitution have to be kept in view 

while accepting or refusing a tender. There can be no question 

of infringement of Article 14 if the Government tries to get the 

best person or the best quotation. The right to choose cannot be 

considered to be an arbitrary power. Of course, if the said 

power is exercised for any collateral purpose the exercise of 

that power will be struck down. 

xx       xx     

  xx 

77. The duty of the court is to confine itself to the question of 

legality. Its concern should be: 
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1. Whether a decision-making authority exceeded its powers? 2. 

Committed an error of law, 3. committed a breach of the rules 

of natural justice, 4. reached a decision which no reasonable 

tribunal would have reached or, 5. abused its powers. 

Therefore, it is not for the court to determine whether a 

particular policy or particular decision taken in the fulfilment of 

that policy is fair. It is only concerned with the manner in which 

those decisions have been taken. The extent of the duty to act 

fairly will vary from case to case. Shortly put, the grounds upon 

which an administrative action is subject to control by judicial 

review can be classified as under: 

(i) Illegality : This means the decision-maker must understand 

correctly the law that regulates his decision-making power and 

must give effect to it. 

(ii) Irrationality, namely, Wednesbury unreasonableness. 

(iii) Procedural impropriety. 

The above are only the broad grounds but it does not rule out 

addition of further grounds in course of time. As a matter of 

fact, in R. v. Secretary of State for the Home Department, ex 

Brind [(1991) 1 AC 696] , Lord Diplock refers specifically to 

one development, namely, the possible recognition of the 

principle of proportionality. In all these cases the test to be 

adoptedis that the court should, “consider whether something 

has gone wrong of a nature and degree which requires its 

intervention”. 

xx       xx 

94. The principles deducible from the above are: 

(1) The modern trend points to judicial restraint in 

administrative action. 

(2) The court does not sit as a court of appeal but merely 

reviews the manner in which the decision was made. 

(3) The court does not have the expertise to correct the 

administrative decision. If a review of the administrative 

decision is permitted it will be substituting its own decision, 

without the necessary expertise which itself may be fallible. 

(4) The terms of the invitation to tender cannot be open to 

judicial scrutiny because the invitation to tender is in the realm 

of contract. Normally speaking, the decision to accept the 

tender or award the contract is reached by process of 

negotiations through several tiers. More often than not, such 

decisions are made qualitatively by experts.  

(5) The Government must have freedom of contract. In other 

words, a fair play in the joints is a necessary concomitant for an 

administrative body functioning in an administrative sphere or 

quasi-administrative sphere. However, the decision must not 

only be tested by the application of Wednesbury principle of 
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reasonableness (including its other facts pointed out above) but 

must be free from arbitrariness not affected by bias or actuated 

by mala fides. 

(6) Quashing decisions may impose heavy administrative 

burden on the administration and lead to increased and 

unbudgeted expenditure. Based on these principles we will 

examine the facts of this case since they commend to us as the 

correct principles.” 

16. In Galaxy Transport Agencies v. New J.K. Roadways, a three- 

judge bench again reiterated that the authority that authors the tender 

document is the best person to understand and appreciate its 

requirements, and thus, its interpretation should not be second-

guessed by a court in judicial review proceedings. It was observed 

as thus: 

9 2020 SCC OnLine SC 1035 

“17. In accordance with these judgments and noting that the 

interpretation of the tendering authority in this case cannot be said to 

be a perverse one, the Division Bench ought not to have interfered 

with it by giving its own interpretation and not giving proper 

credence to the word “both” appearing in Condition No. 31 of the 

N.I.T. For this reason, the Division Bench's conclusion that JK 

Roadways was wrongly declared to be ineligible, is set aside. 

18. Insofar as Condition No. 27 of the N.I.T. prescribing work 

experience of at least 5 years of not less than the value of Rs. 2 

crores is concerned, suffice it to say that the expert body, being the 

Tender Opening Committee, consisting of four members, clearly 

found that this eligibility condition had been satisfied by the 

Appellant before us. Without therefore going into the assessment of 

the documents that have been supplied to this Court, it is well 

settled that unless arbitrariness or mala fide on the part of the 

tendering authority is alleged, the expert evaluation of a particular 

tender, particularly when it comes to technical evaluation, is not to 

be second-guessed by a writ court. Thus, in Jagdish Mandal v. State 

of Orissa, (2007) 14 SCC 517, this Court noted: 

“22. Judicial review of administrative action is intended to 

prevent arbitrariness, irrationality, unreasonableness, bias and 

mala fides. Its purpose is to check whether choice or decision is 

made “lawfully” and not to check whether choice or decision is 

“sound”. When the power of judicial review is invoked in 

matters relating to tenders or award of contracts, certain special 

features should be borne in mind. A contract is a commercial 

transaction. Evaluating tenders and awarding contracts are 

essentially commercial functions. Principles of equity and 

natural justice stay at a distance. If the decision relating to 

award of contract is bona fide and is in public interest, courts 

will not, in exercise of power of judicial review, interfere even 
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if a procedural aberration or error in assessment or prejudice to 

a tenderer, is made out. The power of judicial review will not be 

permitted to be invoked to protect private interest at the cost of 

public interest, or to decide contractual disputes. The tenderer 

or contractor with a grievance can always seek damages in a 

civil court. Attempts by unsuccessful tenderers with imaginary 

grievances, wounded pride and business rivalry, to make 

mountains out of 15 molehills of some technical/procedural 

violation or some prejudice to self, and persuade courts to 

interfere by exercising power of judicial review, should be 

resisted. Such interferences, either interim or final, may hold up 

public works for years, or delay relief and succour to thousands 

and millions and may increase the project cost manifold. 

Therefore, a court before interfering in tender or contractual 

matters in exercise of power of judicial review, should pose to 

itself the following questions: 

(i) Whether the process adopted or decision made by the 

authority is mala fide or intended to favour someone; or 

Whether the process adopted or decision made is so 

arbitrary and irrational that the court can say:“ the decision 

is such that no responsible authority acting reasonably and 

in accordance with relevant law could have reached”; 

(ii) Whether public interest is affected. 

If the answers are in the negative, there should be no 

interference under Article 226. Cases involving blacklisting 

or imposition of penal consequences on a tenderer/contractor or 

distribution of State largesse (allotment of sites/shops, grant of 

licences, dealerships and franchises) stand on a different footing 

as they may require a higher degree of fairness in action.” 

xx xx xx 

20. This being the case, we are unable to fathom how the 

Division Bench, on its own appraisal, arrived at the conclusion 

that the Appellant held work experience of only 1 year, 

substituting the appraisal of the expert four-member Tender 

Opening Committee with its own.” 

17. Therefore, the position of law with regard to the interpretation of 

terms of the contract is that the question as to whether a term of the 

contract is essential or not is to be viewed from the perspective of 

the employer and by the employer. Applying the aforesaid position 

of law to the 16 present case, it has been the contention of 

respondent No. 1 that the format for bank guarantee was not 

followed strictly by the State and that the relaxation given was not 

uniform, in that respondent No. 1 was singled out. The said 

contention has found favour with the Courts below. 

21. Since the construction of road is an infrastructure project and 

keeping in view the intent of the legislature that infrastructure 
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projects should not be stayed, the High Court would have been well 

advised to hold its hand to stay the construction of the infrastructure 

project. Such provision should be kept in view even by the Writ 

Court while exercising its jurisdiction under Article 226 of the 

Constitution of India. 

22. The satisfaction whether a bidder satisfies the tender condition is 

primarily upon the authority inviting the bids. Such authority is 

aware of expectations from the tenderers while evaluating the 

consequences of 19 non-performance. In the tender in question, 

there were 15 bidders. Bids of 13 tenderers were found to be 

unresponsive i.e., not satisfying the tender conditions. The writ 

petitioner was one of them. It is not the case of the writ petitioner 

that action of the Technical Evaluation Committee was actuated by 

extraneous considerations or was malafide. Therefore, on the same 

set of facts, different conclusions can be arrived at in a bona-fide 

manner by the Technical Evaluation Committee. Since the view of 

the Technical Evaluation Committee was not to the liking of the writ 

petitioner, such decision does not warrant for interference in a grant 

of contract to a successful bidder. 

23. In view of the above judgments of this Court, the Writ Court 

should refrain itself from imposing its decision over the decision of 

the employer as to whether or not to accept the bid of a tenderer. The 

Court does not have the expertise to examine the terms and 

conditions of the presentday economic activities of the State and this 

limitation should be kept in view. Courts should be even more 

reluctant in interfering with contracts involving technical issues as 

there is a requirement of the necessary expertise to adjudicate upon 

such issues. The approach of the Court should be not to find fault 

with magnifying glass in its hands, rather the Court should examine 

as to whether the decision making process is after complying with 

the procedure contemplated by the tender conditions. If the Court 

finds that there is total arbitrariness or that the tender has been 

granted in a malafide manner, still the Court should refrain from 

interfering in the grant of tender but instead relegate the parties to 

seek damages for the wrongful exclusion rather than to injunct the 

execution of the contract. The injunction or interference in the 

tender leads to additional costs on the State and is also against 

public interest. Therefore, the State and its citizens suffer twice, 

firstly by paying escalation costs and secondly, by being deprived of 

the infrastructure for which the present-day Governments are 

expected to work.” 
 

32- ;gh fl)kar ,Qd‚Ul baÝkLVªDpj fyfeVsM cuke ukxiqj esVªks jsy d‚iksZjs'ku vkSj 

,d vU; ds iSjk 15 vkSj 16 esa çfrikfnr fd, x, gSa tks fuEufyf[kr gS& 

“15. We may add that the owner or the employer of a project, having 

authored the tender documents, is the best person to understand and 
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appreciate its requirements and interpret its documents. The 

constitutional Courts must defer to this understanding and 

appreciation of the tender documents, unless there is mala fide or 

perversity in the understanding or appreciation or in the application 

of the terms of the tender conditions. It is possible that the owner or 

employer of a project may give an interpretation to the tender 

documents that is not acceptable to the constitutional Courts but that 

by itself is not a reason for interfering with the interpretation given. 

16. In the present appeals, although there does not appear to be any 

ambiguity or doubt about the interpretation given by NMRCL to the 

tender conditions, we are of the view that even if there was such an 

ambiguity or doubt, the High Court ought to have refrained from 

giving its own interpretation unless it had come to a clear conclusion 

that the interpretation given by NMRCL was perverse or mala fide 

or intended to favour one of the bidders. This was certainly not the 

case either before the High Court or before this Court. 
 

33- bl çdkj mi;qZä fl)karksa ds vk/kkj ij] ;g fu/kkZfjr gS fd laoS/kkfud U;k;ky; 

fufonk nLrkost dh O;k[;k djus ls cp ldrs gSa vkSj laoS/kkfud U;k;ky; dks dsoy ogka 

ços'k djuk pkfg,] tgka nqHkkZouk ;k fo—fr gS vkSj Hkkjr ds lafo/kku ds vuqPNsn 226 ds 

rgr fjV U;k;ky;ksa }kjk fufonk ekeyksa esa gLr{ksi djrs le; dksbZ varfje vkns'k ugha 

fn;k tk ldrk gSA  

34- ekuuh; loksZPp U;k;ky; }kjk xSysDlh VªkaliksVZ ,tsaflt] dkWUVªsDVlZ] VsªMlZ] 

VªkaliksVZ vkSj liyk;lZ cuke U;w tsds jksMost] ¶yhV vksulZ ,.M VªkaliksVZ d‚UVªSDVlZ vkSj 

vU; ¼2020½ ,llhlh vkWuykbZu ,llh 1035 ds iSjk 14 vkSj 19 esa blh rjg dk fl)kar 

izfrikfnr fd;k x;k gSA bl ekeys esa Hkh ekuuh; loksZPp U;k;ky; us iSjk 14] 15 vkSj 16 

esa flYih daLVªD'ku vkSj ,Qd‚Ul baÝkLVªDpj ds fu.kZ;ksa dk mYys[k djrs gq, dgk gS fd 

varfje vkns'k nsus ds fufgrkFkZ ij fopkj djus dk lkj D;k gksxk] tgka ç'kklfud 

dk;Zokgh dh U;kf;d leh{kk dks dsoy rHkh jksdus dk bjknk gS tc euekuh rdZghurk ;k 

vuqfprrk gks tc rd ,slk ugha gS] vnkyr }kjk ikfjr varfje vkns'kksa ls lkoZtfud 

ifj;kstukvksa ij jksd ugha yxkbZ tk ldrh FkhA lqlaxr iSjk 14 ls 19 fuEufyf[kr gSa& 

“14. In a series of judgments, this Court has held that the authority 

that authors the tender document is the best person to understand 

and appreciate its requirements, and thus, its interpretation should 

not be second-guessed by a court in judicial review proceedings. In 

Afcons Infrastructure Ltd. v. Nagpur Metro Rail Corporation Ltd., 

2016 (16) SCC 818, this Court held: 

“15. We may add that the owner or the employer of a project, 

having authored the tender documents, is the best person to 

understand and appreciate its requirements and interpret its 

documents.The constitutional courts must defer to this 
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understanding and appreciation of the tender documents, unless 

there is mala fide or perversity in the understanding or 

appreciation or in the application of the terms of the tender 

conditions. It is possible that the owner or employer of a project 

may give an interpretation to the tender documents that is not 

acceptable to the constitutional courts but that by itself is not a 

reason for interfering with the interpretation given.  

         (page 825) 

             (emphasis supplied) 

15. In the judgment in Bharat Coking Coal Ltd. v. AMR Dev 

Prabha, under the heading "Deference to authority's interpretation", 

this Court stated: 

“51. Lastly, we deem it necessary to deal with another 

fundamental problem. It is obvious that Respondent No. 1 seeks 

to only enforce terms of the NIT. Inherent in such exercise is 

interpretation of contractual terms. However, it must be noted 

that judicial interpretation of contracts in the sphere of 

commerce stands on a distinct footing than while interpreting 

statutes. 

52. In the present facts, it is clear that BCCL and India have 

laid recourse to Clauses of the NIT, whether it be to justify 

condonation of delay of Respondent No. 6 in submitting 

performance bank guarantees or their decision to resume 

auction on grounds of technical failure. BCCL having authored 

these documents, is better placed to appreciate their 

requirements and interpret them. 

53. The High Court ought to have deferred to this 

understanding, unless it was patently perverse or mala fide. 

Given how BCCL's interpretation of these clauses was plausible 

and not absurd, solely differences in opinion of contractual 

interpretation ought not to have been grounds for the High 

Court to come to a finding that the Appellant committed 

illegality. 

              (emphasis supplied) 

16. Further, in the recent judgment in Silppi Constructions 

Contractors v. Union of India, this Court held as follows: 

“20. The essence of the law laid down in the judgments referred 

to above is the exercise of restraint and caution; the need for 

overwhelming public interest to justify judicial intervention in 

matters of contract involving the state instrumentalities; the 

courts should give way to the opinion of the experts unless the 

decision is totally arbitrary or unreasonable; the court does not 

sit like a court of appeal over the appropriate authority; the 

court must realise that the authority floating the tender is the 

best judge of its requirements and, therefore, the court's 

interference should be minimal. The authority which floats the 
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contract or tender, and has authored the tender documents is the 

best judge as to how the documents have to be interpreted. If 

two interpretations are possible then the interpretation of the 

author must be accepted. The courts will only interfere to 

prevent arbitrariness, irrationality, bias, mala fides or perversity. 

With this approach in mind we shall deal with the present case. 

                  (emphasis supplied) 

17. In accordance with these judgments and noting that the 

interpretation of the tendering authority in this case cannot be said to 

be a perverse one, the Division Bench ought not to have interfered 

with it by giving its own interpretation and not giving proper 

credence to the word "both" appearing in Condition No. 31 of the 

N.I.T. For this reason, the Division Bench's conclusion that JK 

Roadways was wrongly declared to be ineligible, is set aside. 

18. Insofar as Condition No. 27 of the N.I.T. prescribing work 

experience of at least 5 years of not less than the value of Rs. 2 

crores is concerned, suffice it to say that the expert body, being the 

Tender Opening Committee, consisting of four members, clearly 

found that this eligibility condition had been satisfied by the 

Appellant before us. Without therefore going into the assessment of 

the documents that have been supplied to this Court, it is well settled 

that unless arbitrariness or mala fide on the part of the tendering 

authority is alleged, the expert evaluation of a particular tender, 

particularly when it comes to technical evaluation, is not to be 

second-guessed by a writ court. Thus, in Jagdish Mandal v. State of 

Orissa, (2007) 14 SCC 517, this Court noted: 

“22. Judicial review of administrative action is intended to 

prevent arbitrariness, irrationality, unreasonableness, bias and 

mala fides. Its purpose is to check whether choice or decision is 

made "lawfully" and not to check whether choice or decision is 

"sound". When the power of judicial review is invoked in 

matters relating to tenders or award of contracts, certain special 

features should be borne in mind. A contract is a commercial 

transaction. Evaluating tenders and awarding contracts are 

essentially commercial functions. Principles of equity and 

natural justice stay at a distance. If the decision relating to 

award of contract is bona fide and is in public interest, courts 

will not, in exercise of power of judicial review, interfere even 

if a procedural aberration or error in assessment or prejudice to 

a tenderer, is made out. The power of judicial review will not be 

permitted to be invoked to protect private interest at the cost of 

public interest, or to decide contractual disputes. The tenderer 

or contractor with a grievance can always seek damages in a 

civil court. Attempts by unsuccessful tenderers with imaginary 

grievances, wounded pride and business rivalry, to make 

mountains outof molehills of some technical/procedural 
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violation or some prejudice to self, and persuade courts to 

interfere by exercising power of judicial review, should be 

resisted. Such interferences, either interim or final, may hold up 

public works for years, or delay relief and succour to thousands 

and millions and may increase the project cost manifold. 

Therefore, a court before interfering in tender or contractual 

matters in exercise of power of judicial review, should pose to 

itself the following questions: 

(i) Whether the process adopted or decision made by the 

authority is mala fide or intended to favour someone; 

or 

Whether the process adopted or decision made is so 

arbitrary and irrational that the court can say: "the decision 

is such that no responsible authority acting reasonably and 

in accordance with relevant law could 

have reached"; 

(ii) Whether public interest is affected. 

If the answers are in the negative, there should be no 

interference Under Article 226. Cases involving blacklisting or 

imposition of penal consequences on a tenderer/contractor or 

distribution of State largesse (allotment of sites/shops, grant of 

licences, dealerships and franchises) stand on a different footing 

as they may require a higher degree of fairness in action. 

          (pages 531-532)  

            (emphasis supplied) 

19. Similarly, in Montecarlo Ltd. v. NTPC Ltd., 2016 (15) SCC 272, 

this Court stated as follows: 

“26. We respectfully concur with the aforesaid statement of law. 

We have reasons to do so. In the present scenario, tenders are 

floated and offers are invited for highly complex technical 

subjects. It requires understanding and appreciation of the 

nature of work and the purpose it is going to serve. It is 

common knowledge in the competitive commercial field that 

technical bids pursuant to the notice inviting tenders are 

scrutinised by the technical experts and sometimes third- party 

assistance from those unconnected with the owner's 

organisation is taken. This ensures objectivity. Bidder's 

expertise and technical capability and capacity must be assessed 

by the experts. In the matters of financial assessment, 

consultants are appointed. It is because to check and ascertain 

that technical ability and the financial feasibility have 

sanguinity and are workable and realistic. There is a multi-

prong complex approach; highly technical in nature. The 

tenders where public largesse is put to auction stand on a 

different compartment. Tender with which we are concerned, is 

not comparable to any scheme for allotment. This arena which 
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we have referred requires technical expertise. Parameters 

applied are different. Its aim is to achieve high degree of 

perfection in execution and adherence to the time schedule. 

But, that does not mean, these tenders will escape scrutiny of 

judicial review. Exercise of power of judicial review would be 

called for if the approach is arbitrary or mala fide or procedure 

adopted is meant to favour one. The decision-making process 

should clearly show that the said maladies are kept at bay. But 

where a decision is taken that is manifestly in consonance with 

the language of the tender document or subserves the purpose 

for which the tender is floated, the court should follow the 

principle of restraint. Technical evaluation or comparison by the 

court would be impermissible. The principle that is applied to 

scan and understand an ordinary instrument relatable to contract 

in other spheres has to be treated differently than interpreting 

and appreciating tender documents relating to technical works 

and projects requiring special skills. The owner should be 

allowed to carry out the purpose and there has to be allowance 

of free play in the joints. 
 

35- iwoksZä dkj.kksa vkSj rdksaZ ds vk/kkj ij bl U;k;ky; dk er gS fd iz”uxr ekeyk 

igkfM+;ksa esa lkoZtfud lM+d fcNkus ls lacaf/kr gS] tks cM+s iSekus ij turk ds ykHk ds 

fy, ,d lkoZtfud ifj;kstuk gS vkSj og Hkh xyr O;k[;k ds vk/kkj ij] ftls 

;kfpdkdrkZ ds vf/koDRkk }kjk ,d ekewyh varj ij vk/kkfjr ^^VªSDVj^^ 'kCn dh O;k[;k 

djus dk ç;kl fd;k x;k] tks igys ls gh mijksDr of.kZr vkSj ekuuh; loksZPp U;k;ky; 

lfgr l{ke U;k;ky;ksa }kjk r; fd, x, oS/kkfud fl)karksa ds foijhr gSA ;kfpdkdrkZ ds 

vf/koDrk dk rdZ gS fd pwafd ,lVhch nLrkost ^^VªSDVj^^ 'kCn dks lHkh O;kogkfjd mís';ksa 

ds fy, ,d —f"k okgu ;k okf.kfT;d okgu gksus ds :i esa oxhZ—r ugha djrk gS] ftls y‚ 

ysfDld‚u ls Åij lanfHkZr fd;k x;k gS vkSj tfLVl ,e,y fla?ky ds }kjk U;kf;d 

O;k[;ku fn;k x;k gS] ^^VªSDVj^^ 'kCn dks —f"k midj.k ds :i esa fu/kkZfjr djus okyk 

dkuwu ,lVhch nLrkost esa fn, x, 'kCn ij vfHkHkkoh gksxkA blfy,] bl Lrj ij bl 

U;k;ky; }kjk rdZ dks Lohdkj ugha fd;k tk ldrk gSA urhtru] mijksä dkj.kksa ls] bl 

U;k;ky; dk er gS fd bl U;k;ky; }kjk fn, x, varfje vkns'k dks tkjh j[kuk] D;ksafd 

turk ds fgrksa ds foijhr gS] lkoZtfud ifj;kstuk dks LFkkfir djus ds fy, bls tkjh 

j[kus dh vuqefr ugha nh tk ldrh gS] blfy, bls [kkfjt fd;k tkrk gSA  

 

         ¼'kjn dqekj 'kekZ] t0½ 

             12-05-2022  

 


