$I TEM NO 39 COURT NO. 8 SECTI ON X'V

SUPREME COURT OF I NDI A
RECORD OF PROCEEDI NGS

Petition(s) for Special Leave to Appeal (CGivil) No(s). 27394-
27397/ 2010

(From the judgenent and order dated 17/05/2010 in WPC No. 44/ 2009 ,
WPC No. 9178/ 2009 , WPC No. 9674/2009 , WPC No. 9677/2009 of The H GH
COURT OF DELH AT NEW DELHI)

TRACK | NNOVATI ONS | NDI A P. LTD. Petitioner(s)
VERSUS
UNION OF | NDI A & ORS. Respondent ( s)

(Wth prayer for interimrelief and office report )

WTH SLP(C) NO 27421 of 2010
(Wth prayer for interimrelief and office report)

SLP(C) NO. 27423 of 2010
(Wth prayer for interimrelief and office report)

Date: 14/10/2011 These Petitions were called on for hearing today.

CORAM :
HON BLE MR. JUSTI CE CYRI AC JOSEPH
HON BLE MR JUSTICE T.S. THAKUR

For Petitioner(s)

A. K. Gnguli, Sr.Adv.
Abhi j eet Sinha, Adv.
Arijit Mazundar, Adv.
N. Annapoor ani , Adv.

FSSS

For Respondent (s)

P.P. Mal hotra, ASG

Vi vek Narayan Sharma, Adv.
Kunal Bhari, Adv.

Arvind Kumar Sharnma

SS8%

UPON hearing counsel the Court nmade the foll ow ng
ORDER
After arguing for some time, M. A K Ganguli,
| ear ned seni or counsel appeari ng for t he petitioners

submitted that these Special Leave Petitions may be
-2

allowed to be withdrawn with liberty to the petitioners

to i nvoke t he arbitration cl ause in t he contracts.
Learned senior counsel also submitted that since the

H gh Court has observed that disputed questions of facts

arose for decision in these cases and refused to decide

such di sputed questions of facts, any observation or

finding on t he merit of t he contentions of t he



petitioners may not prejudice their clains before the
Arbitrator.

M. P.P. Malhotra, |earned Additional Solicitor
General appearing for the respondents subnitted that he
has no obj ection to t he petitioners wi t hdr awi ng
Speci al Leave Petitions with liberty to i nvoke
arbitration clause in the contracts.

Having regard to the facts and circunstances of
t he cases, we are i nclined to accept t he
suggesti on made by | ear ned seni or counsel for
petitioners.

Accordingly, t hese Speci al Leave Petitions
di smissed as withdrawn with liberty to the petitioners
to invoke the arbitration clause in the contracts.

However, we nmake it clear that any observation or
finding of the Hi gh Court on the neritof the contentions
of t he petitioners will not prejudi ce their
before the Arbitrator.

(Sukhbir Paul Kaur) (Renuka Sadana)
Court Master Court Master
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