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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF | NDI A
Cl VIL APPELLATE JURI SDI CTI ON
CIVIL APPEAL NO. (S). 434 OF 2015
(Arising out of S.L.P.(C) No.19863 of 2013)

M S. CHANDEL GROUPS Appe
I'lant (s)
VERSUS
STATE OF U.P. & ANR Responde
nt (s)
ORDER
Leave granted.
The Hi gh Court has declined to interfere wi t
h an

order passed by the Chief Engineer of the Public Wrks

Depart nment, Var anasi , up., bl acklisting
t he
appel | ant - conpany for al | ot ment of any contracts
in
future. The bl acklisting order it appears came on account
of an al | egati on to t he ef f ect t hat even t hough
t he
registration certificate of the appellant was valid only
upto 30th June, 2012 the same had been interpolated so as
to nake it, appears to be, valid upto 30th June, 2013.
The
appel l ant appears to have relied upon an affidavit filed
by M. C K Srivast ava, Adm ni strative of ficer of
t he
Public Works Departnment, that it was he who had conmitted
t he m st ake and was responsi bl e for t he a
| eged

i nterpol ati on which version was rejected.
Signature Not Verified

Digitally signed by
Mahabi r Si ngh
Dat e: 2015.01. 20
17:03: 44 |1 ST
Be that as it may, in the present appeal filed by the
Reason:

appel I ant-conpany to chall enge the bl acklisting order we

had issued notice limted to the question whether the sane
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can be restricted to a specific period. M . Rat nakar



Dash, | ear ned seni or counsel appeari ng for t he
respondent-State, submts that while it is true that the

bl acklisting order does not specify any definite period

for which the sane will remain effective, the appellant

can nake a suitable representation so as to limt its

efficacy to a definite period. He subnits that once a
representation is made, t he compet ent aut hority shal
consi der t he same and pass a r easoned order on t he
subj ect .

We have in Ms. Kulja Industries Limted v. Chief
Gen. Manager WT. Proj. BSNL & Ors. - 2013 (12) SCALE 423
considered a sinilar question at some |ength and taken the

vi ew that bl acklisting cannot be directed for ever except

in some exceptional circunstances. We have also laid down

somne br oad par anet ers whi ch need to be t aken into
consi derati on for det erm ni ng t he peri od for whi ch
bl ackl i sting can be ordered. In the light of the said

decision, we would only say that if the appellant nmakes a
sui tabl e representation to t he compet ent aut hority, it
shal | consider the sane in accordance with | aw keeping in
vi ew t he observati ons nmade in the above deci sion and pass

an appropriate order on the subject under intimation to

t he appel | ant - conpany. e reserve liberty to t he
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appel | ant to chal | enge any such or der made by t he

compet ent aut hority, in separate pr oceedi ngs, i f SO

advi sed.

Wth the above observations, we allow this appeal but

only in part and to the extent indicated above. No costs.

(R K. AGRAWAL)



(ADARSH KUMAR GCEL)

NEW DELH
DATED 14t h JANUARY, 2015.
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| TEM NO. 8 COURT NO. 2 SECTI ON Xl
SUPREMECOURTOF I NDI A

RECORD OF PROCEEDI NGS
Petition(s) for Special Leave to Appeal (O No(s) . 19863/ 2013

(Arising out of inpugned final judgnment and order dated 30/05/2013
in CMW\P No. 24367/2013 passed by the H gh Court O Judicature at
Al | ahabad)

M S. CHANDEL GROUPS Petitioner(s)
VERSUS

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

Date : 14/01/2015 This petition was called on for hearing today.

CORAM :

HON BLE MR JUSTICE T.S. THAKUR

HON BLE MR JUSTI CE R K. AGRAWAL

HON BLE MR JUSTI CE ADARSH KUMAR GCEL
For Petitioner(s) Ri t uvendra Si ngh, Adv.
Abhi nav Shrivastava, Adv.
Kai | ash Chand, Adv.
For Respondent (s) R K. Dash, Sr. Adv.
C. D. Singh, Adv.

== FsS

UPON hearing the counsel the Court made the follow ng
ORDER

Leave granted.
In ternms of the signed order, this appeal is partly allowed.

"W have in Ms. Kulja Industries Limted v.
Chief Gen. Manager WT. Proj. BSNL & Ors. - 2013
(12) SCALE 423 considered a simlar question at
some |l ength and taken the view that blacklisting
cannot be directed for ever except in sone
exceptional circunstances. ........... In the
Iight of the said decision, we would only say that
if the appellant makes a suitable representation
to the conpetent authority, it shall consider the
same in accordance with | aw keeping in view the
observations nade in the above decision and pass
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an appropriate order on the subj ect under
intimation to the appell ant-conpany. We reserve
liberty to the appellant to challenge any such
order nmade by the conpetent authority, in separate
proceedings, if so advised.

Wth the above observations, we allow this
appeal but only in part and to the extent indicated



above. No costs.”

( MAHABI R SI NGH) (VEENA KHERA)
COURT MASTER COURT MASTER
(Signed order is placed on the file)



