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I.A NOCS.66-68 IN ClVIL APPEAL NO(s). 6962 OF 2005

R K MTTAL & ORS. Appel I ant (s)
VERSUS

STATE OF U.P. & ORS. Respondent ( s)

(Wth appl n(s) for extension of time, exenption fromfiling OT. and office
report)

(I.A. No.69- application for intervention)

(I.A. No.70 - application for extension of tine)

Date: 08/03/2013 These Applications were called on for hearing today.
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HON BLE MR, JUSTI CE AFTAB ALAM
HON BLE MRS. JUSTI CE RANJANA PRAKASH DESAI
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For SBI Mukul Rohtagi, Sr. Adv.
Vi kas Si ngh, Sr. Adv.
Sanj ay Kapur, Adv.
Annol  Chandan, Adv.
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For HDFC M. Brijender Chahar, Sr. Adv.
Sonal Jain, Adv.

Ri shabh Raj Jain, Adv.
Rajiv M Brahnma, Adv.
For Nobl e Bank Jayant Bhushan, Sr. Adv.
Anur ag Dubey, Adv.
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Navi n Chawl a, Adv.
AP&J Chanbers

Raj esh Goyal , Adv.
Gari ma Prasad, Adv.
Sonal Jain, Adv.
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S.R Setia, Adv.

Arun Kumar Beriwal, Adv.
L. R Singh, Adv.

O P. aggar, Adv.

Kri shan Lal Taneja, Adv.
Nar esh Kunmar, Adv.
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. M C. Dhingra, Adv.

Ms. Parekh & Co.

$35552333333%

UPON hearing counsel the Court nmade the foll ow ng
ORDER

I. A No.66-67 of 2013

Wth the intervention of the lawers of the two sides,
specially M. Ravindra Kumar, |earned counsel appearing for NO DA,
the parties have been able to substantially reduce the area of
their dispute.

Qut of the 19 building plans subnitted by the applicant-the
State Bank of India, 15 plans have been sanctioned and the
remaining 4 plans are also likely to be sanctioned shortly by
NO DA.

The issue nowis to conplete the construction according to
the sanctioned building plans within the time, as directed in the
earlier orders passed by this Court.

M. Rohtagi, |earned senior advocate appearing for the
State Bank of India submtted that before it can even start
construction, the Bank will have to issue public tenders for

selection of the builder who nay be given the contract of
constructing the buildings.

M. Rohtagi subnmitted that the Bank is willing and ready
to give the contract of constructing the building to
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NO DA itself but the latter would, of course, not accept the
proposal . Learned counsel subnmitted that given constraints, it

will not be possible to conplete the construction wthin the
peri od of seven nonths and having regard to the practicalities of
the matter, a longer tinme may be allowed to the Bank for
compl eting the construction. W think that there is substance in
M. Rohtagi’'s submission and it would be reasonable to allow the
Bank to conplete the construction on all the 19 plots wthin one
year fromtoday. We order accordingly.
I. A No.67 of 2013 stands di sposed of.

I.A 68 and 69 of 2013
Put up next week.

I.A No.70 of 2013

M. Brijender Chahar, |earned senior counsel appearing for
the HDFC Bank, states that a revised plan has been subnmitted on
February 21, 2013 taking into account the objections nmade earlier
by NO DA.

According to M. Ravindra Kumar, |earned counsel appearing
for NODA there are still objections even in respect of the
revi sed plan submtted by HDFC

It is for the HOFC to look into the matter and cure the
def ects as pointed out by NO DA

Put up on March 22, 2013.
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