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M S. ENG NEERI NG PRQJECTS (I NDI A) LTD.

VERSUS
M S. SINGARENI COLLIERIES CO LTD. & ORS
(with appln. (s) for pernmission to file lengthy list of
of fice report)
Date : 04/08/2015 This appeal was called on for hearing

CORAM :
HON BLE MR, JUSTI CE VI KRANMAJI T SEN

SECTION XI'T A

I NDI A

Appel | ant ('s)

dat es and

t oday.

HON BLE MR JUSTI CE SHI VA KI RTI SI NCGH

For Appell ant(s)

Parul Bose, Adv.

For Respondent (s)
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Mani nder Si ngh, ASG
Vi neet Bhagat, Adv.

A. Mariarprutham Sr. Adv.
Anurag Mat hur, Adv.

Yusuf Khan, Adv.

P. Par meswar an, Adv.

Respondent ( s)

UPON hearing the counsel the Court nmade the follow ng

ORDER

Appeal is disposed of in terns of the Signed O der.

( NEELAM GULATI )
COURT MASTER
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COURT MASTER

(Signed Oder is placed on the file)
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Reason:

I'N THE SUPREME COURT OF | NDI A
Cl VI L APPELLATE JURI SDI CTI ON

Cl VI L APPEAL NO 6163 OF 2005

M S. ENG NEERI NG PROQJECTS (I NDI A) LTD.

VERSUS

Appel | ant (s)



M S. SINGARENI COLLIERIES CO LTD. & ORS. Respondent ( s)

ORDER

We have heard | earned counsel for the parties. The
Appellant had filed a Wit Appeal in the H gh Court of
Judi cature at Andhra Pradesh which cane to be disn ssed.
However, it was clarified that the I npugned Order would
not preclude the Appellant before the Division Bench to
avail of such renedies as may be available to it in | aw
When the Special Leave Petition cane up for consideration
on 04th April, 2005, notice was issued linmted only to
why the parties should not be allowed to seek interna
renedy before the Permanent Machinery of Arbitration (in
short 'the PMA'). It has now been rightly pointed out

by the | earned ASG that by virtue of the Constitution

Bench deci sion in El ectronics Cor porati on of I ndi a
2
Limted VS. Uni on of I ndi a 2011(3) SCC 404, in t he
penul timate paragraph, the Orders in ONGC- 11, ONGC-I11
and ONGC- 1V were recal |l ed. The result is that it is no
| onger desi rous or envi saged t hat t he Public Sect or

Undertakings (in short 'the PSUs.’)involved in an inter

se legal dispute should first seek renedy fromthe PMA
The inpact and consequence of this decision would be that
t he Speci al Leave Petition woul d be Iiable to be
di smi ssed

However , keepi ng t he | ong pendency of t he

di sputes in courts of law, and mindful of the Oders

passed in the Raneshwar | al vs. Munici pal Council,

Tonk 1996(6) SCC 100 as well as in Indo Count Choongnam

Enpl oyees Uni on VS. Regi strar, Bonbay I ndustri al

Rel ati ons Act 2009(7)SCC 348, the course that commends

itself to us, in the circunstances of the present case

is to permt the parties to initiate appropriate | ega



proceedings, if so advised, within four weeks' from
t oday. If litigation is initiated within this period,
the period of Iimtation shall be deened to have been
extended for the aforesaid period under Section 14 of
the Limtation Act, 1963.
Havi ng consi der ed al | t he conpl exities

present di sput e, it appears to us t hat t he
3

hereto should see the wisdomin inparting a quietus to

their respective clains, which in any case woul d have

to be resurrected after over a decade. Publ i ¢ noney
shoul d not be wast ed and di ssi pat ed on futile
litigation by the PSUs.

The Appeal stand di sposed of in the above term

(SHI VA KI RTI SI NGH)
NEW DELH
August 04, 2015

of t he

parties



