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I N THE SUPREME COURT OF | NDI A
ClVIL ORI G NAL JURI SDI CTI ON
. A Nos. 366, 367, 368, 370 in |I.A No. No.365 in |.A No. 345,
|.A No.369, 373, 374 In 1.A No.366 In |.A No.365 In 1.A No.345 in
Wit Petition(s)(Cvil) No(s). 13029/1985
M C. MEHTA Petitioner

VERSUS

UNION OF I NDI A & ORS. Respondent s
W TH

Wit Petition (Cvil) No.817 of 2015

SMYR CONSORTI UM LLP & ANR. Petitioners
VERSUS

GOVERNMENT OF NATI ONAL CAPI TAL
TERRI TORY OF DELH & ORS. Respondent s

ORDER
This order shall dispose of WP. (C No.817 of 2015

filed under Article 32 of the Constitution of India and

I.As. No.366, 369, 370, 373 and 374 filed by the SMYR

Consortium LLP and |I.As. No. 367 and 368 filed by the

Sout h
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Del hi Muni ci pal Cor poration ( SDMVC) in WP. (Q

Digitally signed by
Mahabi r Si ngh
Date: 2016.01.19

No. 13029 of 1985.

17:34:24 | ST
Reason:

Wit Petition (Cvil) No.13029 of 1985 pending in this
WP. ) No. 13029
of 1985
2
Court for over three decades has been filed in public
interest by Shri M C Mehta, a noted environmentalist, in

which the petitioner primarily seeks directions considered



sui tabl e for i mprovi ng t he envi r onnent in t he nati ona
capital region. A series of orders have been passed by

this Court in the said petition over the past 30 years.

What , however, has triggered t he controversy rai sed in
Wit Petition (c) No. 817 of 2015 and t he connect ed
appl i cations bei ng di sposed of by this Order is

an order passed by this Court on 9th Cctober, 2015, by
whi ch this Court had, i nter alia, directed | evy of
"Envi ronnment al Conpensation Charge" (ECC) of Rs.700/- and
Rs. 1300/ - for the categories of vehicles, nentioned in the
sai d order. Passenger vehicles, anbul ances and vehicles
carrying essenti al comodities like food-stuffs wer e
however, exenpted fromthe said charge and so were oi
tankers. The collection of ECC, fromthe vehicles entering
Del hi from sever al entry poi nts at t he peri phery was
entrusted to the petitioner in Wit Petition(Gvil) No.817
of 2015 viz. SMYR Consortium LLP (hereinafter referred to
as ‘SMYR or ‘toll collector’) who is the toll collector
by virtue of a contract entered into between the SMYR and
Sout h Del hi Muni ci pal Cor por at i on. The pr oceeds of t he
col l ections are to be eventual ly handed over to t he
WP. ) No.13029 of 1985
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Governnment of NCT of Del hi by the Friday of every week
Del hi Governnent was in turn directed to furnish accounts
of t he receipts and t he expendi ture i ncurred to
Envi ronment Pol lution (Prevention and Control) Authority
(EPCA) and to this Court on a quarterly basis. This Court
had further directed the toll collector to put in place a
Radi o Frequency ldentification (RFID) systemat its own
cost at nine nmain entry points in the city by Novenber 30,
2015 and on the remaining 118 entry points by 31 st January,
2016 failing which the toll collector was to be treated as
being in breach of their contractual obligation. Sever a

other directions were issued by this Court which are of no



i mredi at e rel evance for di sposal of t he present

petition and t he interlocutory appl i cations
thereto, Covt. of NCT of Del hi has issued notification
dated 20th October, 2015 and nodified notification dated
30th COctober, 2015 inposing ECC as per the rates nentioned
in the order dated 9th Cctober, 2015.

The above directions were then foll owed by yet another
order passed by us on 16th Decenber, 2015, by which we had,
apart from rai si ng t he | evy, i ssued certain
directions including a direction that traffic fromNH -1
connecti ng t he Nort hern St ates to Del hi and
connecting Jai pur and Western parts of the country to the

f 1985
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national capital Delhi shall be diverted to bypass the

city. Certain ot her directions regardi ng
di esel taxis into CNG-run vehi cl es
registration of SUWs and private cars of the capacity of

2000 cc and above running on diesel fuel were also issued.
This order paved way for yet another notification dated

23rd Decenber, 2015 revising the rates of ECC

As poi nt ed out above, SMYR has a
contract from r espondent No. 2- Sout h
Cor poration ( SDMC) ef fective from 16th

contract is nmeant to last for a period of three years

wit
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May,

endi ng 16th May, 2018. The contract, inter alia, provides

for installation of RFID systemby the contractor at its

own costs at 9 entry points within a period of six nonths

and the remaining over an unspecified period of tine.

contract envisages paynent of a sum of Rs.10,54, 13, 115/-

to be nade by SMYR on every Tuesday of every succeedi ng

week. SMYR, in terns of t he contract,

furni sh bank guar ant ees for t he due
performance of the contractual obligations undertaken by

it.
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The case of t he SMYR is t hat on account of t he

direction issued by this Court in terns of our orders

WP. ) No.13029
of 1985
dat ed 9t h Cct ober, 2015 and 16t h Decenber, 2015, t he
vehicular traffic entering the national capital has been
reduced considerably not only on account of the direction
regardi ng di version of vehicles that are not Del hi-bound,
away from Del hi but also on account of the inposition and
| ater enhancenent of t he | evy t owar ds ECC. The
petitioner’'s further case is that on account of the orders

passed by this Court and the adverse inpact it has had on

the collection of toll, it has been unable to renit the

sti pul at ed anount of Rs. 10. 54 crores per week for t he
weeks conmenci ng 2nd Novenber, 2015. The petitioner’s

further grievance is that on account of the fall in the

vehi cul ar traffic and t he resul tant | ower | evel s of

collection, it could renit to the respondent-Corporation a

| esser anount proportionate to t he i ncom ng vehi cul ar
traffic i.e. 70% of the contractual anmpunt, which left a

deficit of nearly Rs.28.46 crores between 2nd Novenber,

2015 and 28t h Decenber, 2015. Taki ng note of the said

deficit, the SDMC has, it appears, encashed three of the

bank guarantees furnished by the petitioner-toll collector

for a sumof Rs.21.19 crores (approximately).

Aggri eved by the inposition of the ECCin terns a
notification dat ed 20t h Cct ober, 2015, as nmodi fi ed by
notifications dated 30th Cctober, 2015 and 23rd Decenber,

WP. ) No.13029 of 1985
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2015, the SMYR has filed the present wit petition in
which it has prayed for a certiorari, quashing the said
notifications and a wit of prohi bition restraining

respondent no. 1- Governnment of NCT of Delhi fromacting in

terns or in furtherance t her eof . The petitioner has



apart from WP No. 13029 of 1985, filed interlocutory
appl i cations ment i oned above for nodi fi cation of t he
Orders passed by this Court, inposing ECC on the Delh

bound vehi cl es.

Appearing for SMYR - M. Shyam Di van, |earned seni or
counsel, strenuously argued that the inposition of ECC by
the Governnment of NCT of Delhi in terns of the inpugned
notification was unsupported by any | egal sanction. He
urged that the notification was no nore than an executive
order by which no levy like the one inposed t here under
could be lawfully inmposed. He submitted that although the
notifications in question have been issued pursuant to the
orders passed by this Court yet the sane have to be tested
on their own nerit and by reference to the constitutiona
provi sions which do not pernit |evy of any such charge on
vehi cl es entering any | ocal area. He submitted that there
was no | egislative sanction | eave al one any constitutiona
authority under whi ch a notification could i mpose or
legitimze recovery of any such charge especially when the

WP. ) No.13029 of 1985
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same i mpact ed an exi sting contract, lawful |y ent er ed

bet ween two i ndependent and unrel ated parties.

Al'ternatively, it was subnitted by M. Di van t hat
keeping in view the changed scenario and the fact that the
nunber of vehi cl es entering Del hi woul d st and further
reduced on account of further directions issued by this
Court, the contract awarded in favour of the petitioner
was no | onger feasible. He urged that the petitioner
could be given the option to exit on terns consi dered
reasonabl e to avoid conplication including litigation that
may inevitably follow any action which the parties to the
contract nmay choose to take. It was subnitted that the

petitioner was r eady and willing to conti nue on t he



exi sting contract ual terns upt o 31st January, 2016, to
enabl e any alternative arr angenent made by t he
respondent - Corporation to take effect from 1st February,
2016. It was urged that in order to give a quietus to the
controversy relating to the legality of the notifications
as also the rights and obligations of the parties under
t he contract execut ed bet ween t he petitioner and t he
respondent - Corporation, this Court could in exercise of
its power under Article 142 of the Constitution of India,
pass appropriate directions to ensure a snooth transition
for a take-over by the new contractor to be appointed by
o WP. ) No.13029 of 1985

t he Corporation.

El aborati ng t hat submi ssi on, M . Di van poi nt ed out
that consequent upon the directions issued by this Court
the petitioner had nade arrangenments for collection of the

ECC at the stipulated rate by engagi ng an additional work

force conpri si ng nearly 800 per sons to man t he entry
points for the collection work. This, according to M.
Di van, i nvol ved an addi ti onal expendi ture t owar ds

sal ari es/ wages of those engaged by the petitioner was in

range of Rs. 1, 00, 00, 000/ - (Rupees one crore) per nmont h
approxi mately. The petitioner had according to M. Divan

i ncurred additional nonthly running expenses to the tune

of rupees one crore approximtely. This according to M.

Di van entitled t he petitioner toll-collector to claim
service charge for the service provided by the petitioner

to the Governnent of NCT by way collection of the ECC on

its behalf. Directions for paynent of the service charge

coul d, according to the |learned counsel, issue by debiting

to the ECC anmount deposited with the Government. Relying

upon a Crcular dated 15th June, 2007 issued by NHAI, M.

Di van ar gued t hat accordi ng to the said circul ar, t he

service charge prescribed by the Hi ghway Authority ranged



from1l4%to 20%
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It was further submitted that the petitioner itself
was paying a service charge of 13.5%to Ms. ITNL Tol
Management Services Limted which was rendering service to
t he petitioner at Del hi - Noi da- Del hi (D.N.D.) flyover.
Rel i ance was al so placed on a simlar charge being paid by
himat the rate of 7% to Ms. Badarpur Faridabad Tol | way
Limted whi ch was engaged for rendering simlar t ol
collection service to the petitioner at the Badarpur entry
point. It was urged that keeping in view the circul ar
i ssued by the National H ghways Authority of India (NHAI)
as also the service charge being paid by the petitioner to
its service providers, the petitioner would be entitled to
a service charge of a mninmumof 10%if not nore of the

anmount col |l ected towards ECC

M. Divan further subnmitted that in addition to the
paynent of service char ge, t he petitioner ought to be
sui tably conpensated for transfer of the infrastructure
put in place in connection with the collection of toll and
ECC. The i nfrastructure conpri ses conput er sof t war e,
hardware, CCTV, lights, stationary and fixtures etc. which
were under the terns of the contract liable to be handed
over to the Corporation at the end of the contractual but
wi Il now be made over to the corporation or its contractor
due to premature exit of the petitioner. It was subnitted

WP. ) No.13029 of 1985
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that if this Court were to find it difficult to estimate
the val ue of the equi pnment so installed for purposes of
assessi ng t he anount of conpensati on payabl e to t he
petitioner, the least this Court could do was to keep the
sai d aspect in m nd whil e det erm ni ng t he ext ent of

service charge payable to it.

On behal f of t he r espondent - Sout h Del hi Muni ci pa



Corporation (SDMC), it was contended by Ms. Pinky Anand
that the Corporation considers the wit-petitioner to be
in default and proposes to term nate the contract, invoke
t he bank guarantees furnished by it and recover the anount
ot herw se contractual ly payabl e by t he contractor. She
urged that the contractor had defaulted in the performance
of its contractual obligations as it had failed to pay the
contracted anount of Rs.10.54 crores (approximtely) every
week bet ween 2nd Novenber, 2015 and 3rd January, 2016
There was, according to Ms. Pinky Anand, a deficit of
Rs. 28. 46 crores (approximately) for the above period which
has been partially recovered by the respondent- Corporation
by i nvoki ng three bank guar ant ees totalling a sum of
Rs. 21. 19 crores (approxi mat el y) | eavi ng a bal ance of
Rs.7.26 crores (approximtely). She submitted that if the
contract were to be term nated as the Corporation proposes
to do, the Corporation would in addition be entitled to
WP. ) No.13029 of
11
claima penalty of 20% of the total toll-contract fees
anounting to Rs. 330.69 crores agai nst which the petitioner
was required to furnish a perfornmance bank guarantee of
Rs. 179. 98 (approxi matel y), but has furni shed bank
guarantees for a | esser anpbunt pronising to nmake up the
deficiency in due course. The petitioner could also be
bl acklisted and so could its LL.P partners. She subnitted
that all these options were open to the Corporation yet
the Corporation was not averse to allow ng the contractor
to exit if such exit is considered just and proper by this

Court in the peculiar circunstances of the case.

M. Harish N Salve, |earned senior counsel who has
been assi sting us in t hese matters submitted t hat t he
changed situation in which the contractor is placed, on
account of t he orders passed by this Court, may have

really made t he toll col l ection contract unwor kabl e,

1985



al t hough the contractor has had fromthe very beginning a

clear idea that vehicles that were not Del hi bound, were

not supposed to ent er Del hi and were in termns of the
contract required to be diverted to bye-pass Del hi. The

directions issued by this Court restraining of vehicles

fromentering Delhi may, in that view, have had no rea

i mpact on the collection of toll legitimtely payabl e by
such vehi cl es. Even so, the Corporation may, argued M.
WP. ) No.13029 of 1985
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Salve, be justified in annulling the arrangenent as the

earlier contract, inter alia, provides for installation

and operation of the Radio Frequency ldentification (RFID)

systens by the toll collecting contractor which nay not be

the right thing to do keeping in viewthe fact that RFID

system will remain avai |l abl e to the toll col l ecting
contractor for any possible manipul ation. The ideal thing

whi ch according to M. Salve, could be done was to direct

installation and operation of RFID system by an agency

other than the contractor, appointed to collect the toll.

This, according to M. Salve, nmay not be possible in the

gi ven situation as the contract, execut ed bet ween t he
parties, is a conposite contract for collection of toll as

wel | as for installation of RFI D system The exit
pr oposal gi ven by M. Di van, coul d, t heref ore, be a
reasonabl e solution not only for the contractor to part

conpany but also for the Corporation to take a call on

appoi nti ng i ndependent agencies for collection of toll and

installation of the RFID system

On the question of paynent of service charge to the
petitioner t owar ds t he service provi ded by way of
collection of the ECCin ternms of the orders passed by
this Court, M. Salve subnitted that the additional duty
cast upon t he petitioner toll contractor may have

WP. ) No.13029 of 1985
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certainly invol ved engagenent of additional man-power but
the determ nation of the extent of expenditure on the same
may require a conpr ehensi ve exercise whi ch may not be

feasible in these proceedi ngs.

Even SO, t he figures provi ded by t he petitioner,
contended M. Salve, suggest that there was an additiona
outlay towards enpl oynent of additional hands for manning
t he system and for collection of t he ECC and ot her
expenses incurred in that regard. Al'l such expenses woul d
not, however, exceed Rs.2,00,00,000/- (Rupees two crores)
per nonth. The service charge clainmed by the contractor
shoul d not exceed Rs. 2,00, 00, 000/ - (Rupees two crores) per

month for a period of three nonths i.e. Novenber 2015,

Decenber 2015 and January 2016. The total anount for

t hose three nonths woul d wor k out to Rs. 6, 00,00, 000/ -

(Rupees six crores) in all, which amount this Court could

consi der awar di ng in favour of t he petitioner t owar ds

conpensation for the service rendered by it in the matter
of collection of ECC M. Salve was not averse to this
Court taking into consideration the fact that the present
set-up/systemput in place by the petitioner would now be
transferred to the new contractor/agency to be chosen by
the Corporation which could al so be suitably assessed for
pur poses of conpensating the outgoing contractor. He urged
WP. ) No.13029 of
14
that taking an overall view of all the aspects a tota
amount of Rs.7,26,30,799/- representing the differential
whi ch shoul d have been paid and which remai ned short-paid
by t he petitioner could be set - of f agai nst t he anount
payabl e to t he petitioner t owar ds service
charge/ conpensation for the infrastructure and premature
term nation of t he toll col l ection contract and t he

petitioner be allowed to exit the contractual arrangenent

subject to the petitioner depositing, on a weekly basis,

1985



the contracted anount Rs. 10,54, 13,115/- for the renaining

three weeks of January 2016

e have gi ven our anxi ous consi deration to t he
submi ssi ons made at the Bar. It is rarely, if ever, that
this Court interferes with an arrangenent in the real mof
contract by exercising its powers under Article 142 of the
Constitution especially when it is an on-going contract.
But the present is a case where the parties agree that

their rights and obligations be decided by this Court in

t hese pr oceedi ngs only. Recour se to separate | ega
pr oceedi ngs woul d | ead to multiplicity and unnecessary
procrastination. The case at hand is in that sense
di stingui shable fromthe rest. We say so because we are

dealing here with a situation where an on-goi ng contract

has been affected by what is perceived to be a fall-out of
WP. ) No.13029 o

f 1985
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j udi ci al orders passed by this court. Di versi on of
vehi cl es whet her on account of orders directing such

di version or on account of environnment cess inposed upon
those entering Delhi, has had its inmpact, no matter the

extent of such inpact cannot be accurately assessed on a

scientific basis. That apart, the proposed installation

of RFI Ds to i nprove t he exi sting nmet hod of col l ection
will, according to Ms. Harish N. Salve and Pi nky Anand,

t ake ar ound ni ne nont hs. An end of t he current

arrangenment will help in taking steps for inproving the

system by usi ng nodern technol ogy. We are al so of the

Vi ew t hat t he exi sting contract ual arr angenent if
termnated will not reduce litigation but also pave way

for an all round inprovenent in the system particularly

when t he proposed term nation of t he contract by t he
corporation on the ground that there was a default on the

part of the contractor has not fructified so far. Even



t oday, when t he matt er came up for final heari ng and
di sposal, Ms. Anand was not arned with a term nation order
to be served upon the respondent. Al that was said was
that the option of terminating the contract was avail abl e,
as indeed it would be, if a default is conmitted by the
contractor, but t he fact of t he mat t er is t hat no
termi nati on has yet taken place. That being the position
WP. ) No.13029 of 1

985
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the parties have upon consideration of the pros and cons
of the situation and eventually agreed to the petitioner
bei ng gi ven an honourable exit upon terns and conditions

t hat have been worked out by themwth the help of M.

Sal ve, | earned am cus.

As rightly nentioned by M. Salve, there is a total
deficit of Rs.7,26,30,799/- upto 5th January, 2016. That

anount if set-off against the claimwhich the petitioner

makes t owar ds service char ge and conpensati on for t he
infrastructure payabl e to it, i ncl udi ng sof t war e,
hardware, CCTV, lights, stationary and fixtures etc. and

further including conpensation for a prenature term nation

of the contract will put an end to the uncertainity that

| oons | arge over t he entire arrangenent. Any such
settlenent will finally determne rights and obligations

of t he parties flow ng from t he contract. In t he

circunmstances, therefore, it is unnecessary for us to dea

with t he merits of t he chal | enge nmount ed by t he
petitioner. I nst ead, t he matters, with t he consent of
counsel for t he parties, st and di sposed of with t he

foll owi ng directions:

(1) The petitioner-SMYR ConsortiumLLP shall continue to
collect toll and ECC as before, at the rates stipulated
WP. ) No.13029 of 1985
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for t hat pur pose and deposi t Rs. 10, 54, 13, 115/ - t owar ds



toll every week with the respondent-South Del hi Muini ci pa

Corporation (SDMC) till the end of January, 2016.

(2) The anount collected towards ECC shall be deposited

with the Governnent of NCT of Del hi

(3) In the event of default in the making of deposit(s),
as mentioned above, the respondent-Corporation shall be
free to encash the bank guarantees available with it and

forfeit the securities provided by the petitioner

(4) The managi ng partner(s) of t he
Consortium LLP shal | in addi tion
undert aki ngs in this Court undert aki ng

comply with the above directions. Undertakings shall be

filed by t he managi ng partner(s) within
t oday.
(5) The anount Rs. 7, 26, 30, 799/ - short

Wit Petitioner shall stand set-off towards conpensation
payable to the petitioner for services rendered by it and
for premature term nation of the contract. The said anount
shal |, however, be reinbursed to respondent-Corporation by
t he Govt . of NCT of Del hi from t he
towar ds ECC and deposited with the Governnment of NCT of

18
Del hi . The rei nbursenent shall be made within four weeks

from today.

(6) The respondent-Corporation shall be free to make any
alternative arr angenent in t he manner
appropriate but whatever be the arrangenent nade by it,

the same shall be made effective not only for collection

of the toll but also the ECC. The Corporation wuld do

well to initiate proper action in that direction well in
time so that necessary arrangenent is put in place by

Monday, the 1st February, 2016.

petitioner- SMYR

i ndi vi dual

faithfully

week from

deposited by t he

col I ected

WP. ) No.13029 of 1985

consi dered



(7) The petitioner and the respondent- Corporation shal

have no further clains agai nst each other, on any count

what soever, ari sing out of or in connection with t he
contract whi ch shal | w.e.f. 1st February, 2016 st and
term nated as fully satisfied on t he terns, ment i oned
above.

(8) We nake it clear that this order has been passed in
the peculiar circunstances of this case in exercise of our
power under Article 142 of the Constitution of India and

shall not be a precedence for other cases.

(9) Upon satisfactory conpliance with the above directions
in regard to deposit of the noney etc. and handi ng over of
WP. ) No.13029 of 1985
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the existing systemwith all the related infrastructure,
after pr oper i nventori sation etc., t he bank guar ant ees

lying with the respondent-Corporation shall be returned to

the petitioner-SMYR Consortium LLP

(R BANUMATHI )

NEW DELHI
DATED 7t h JANUARY, 2016
WP. ) No.13029 of 1985
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| TEM NO. 1 COURT NO. 1 SECTION PIL(W, X

SUPREMECOURTOF I NDI A
RECORD OF PROCEEDI NGS

I . A Nos. 366, 367, 368, 370 in I.A No.365 in |I.A No.345,
I.A No.369, 373, 374 In 1.A No.366 In I.A No.365 In I.A No.345 in
Wit Petition(s)(Gvil) No(s). 13029/1985

M C. MEHTA Petitioner(s)
VERSUS



UNTON OF I NDI A & ORS.

(for nodification/clarification/recall

Respondent ( s)

of order dated 09.10.2015

and directions and exenption fromfiling OT. and perm ssion to
file additional docunents and interim stay)

WTH WP.(C) No. 817/2015
(Wth appln.(s) for stay and Ofice Report)

WP.(C) No. 728/2015

(Wth appln.(s) for ex-parte stay and appln.(s) for inpleadnent and

O fice Report)

WP.(C No. 116/2013

(Wth appln.(s) for directions and appln.(s) for permssion to file
addi ti onal docunments and O fice Report)

Date: 07/01/2016 These matters were called on for hearing today.

CORAM :

HON BLE THE CHI EF JUSTI CE
HON BLE MR JUSTICE A K. SIKRI
HON BLE MRS. JUSTI CE R BANUMATHI

For Petitioner(s)
(WP. 13029/85)

(WP. 817/ 15)

(WP. 728/15)

(WP. 116/13)

For Respondent (s)

SSFS

M.

Hari sh N. Sal ve, Sr. Adv. (A C.)

Aparajita Singh, Adv. (A C)

Si dhart ha Choudhary, Adv. (A. C.)

A.D.N. Rao, Adv. (A C.)

M C. Meht a, Adv.

Petitioner-in-person

M.

M
M.
M.
Vs

SSS55SS SS555F55F S5555%F 5

Shyam Di van, Sr. Adv.
Jatin Zaveri, Adv.
Rakesh Si nha, Adv.

Neel Kanmal M shra, Adv.

Pooj a Dhar, Adv.
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Arti Singh, Adv.

Pi nky Anand, ASG

Aj ay Bansal , Adv.
Praveen Swar up, Adv.
Vritika Sachdeva, Adv.
Ri shabh Jai n, Adv.
Praveen Swar up, Adv.
Gaur av Yadava, Adv.

V. Mbhana, Sr. Adv.

Har preet S. Sandhu, Adv.
Meenakshi Grover, Adv.
Mukul Si ngh Sandhu, Adv.
Kaushal Yadav, Adv.
Neeraj Kr. Sharma, Adv.
S.N. Terdal, Adv.

B. Krishna Prasad, Adv.

Wasim A. Qadri, Adv.
Aj ay Kumar Singh, Adv.
Rashm WMl hotr a, Adv.
Zai d, Adv.

Mohan Prasad, Adv.
Shadnman Al i, Adv.

D. S. Mahr a, Adv.

WP. ) No.13029 of
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Anil G over, AAG
Sanj ay Kr. Visen, Adv.
Sati sh Kapoor, Adv.

Gaur av Bhati a, AAG

U karsh Jai swal , Adv.

Adi tya Narayan Si ngh, Adv.
Samr Ali Khan, Adv.

Chirag M Shroff, Adv.
Bhaskar Das, Adv.
Rohit Kumar, Adv.
Ashwi n Reddy, Adv.

Rakesh Kumar, Adv.
D. N. Gobur dhan, Adv.
Par bal Bagchi, Adv.
Abhi shek Aggarwal , Adv.
Pal | avi Chopr a, Adv.

Vi jay Panjwani, Adv.

S 5 §S55 5 5555 5555 =55

S.R Setia, Adv.
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Ms. S. Narain & Co.

M. Navnit Kumar, Adv.
For Ms. Corporate Law G oup

(1.A 366, 369, 370,
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UPON hearing the counsel the Court nmde the follow ng
ORDER

In terms of the signed order, WP. (C) No.817 of 2015 filed
under Article 32 of t he Constitution of India and | . As.
No. 366, 369, 370, 373 and 374 filed by the SMYR Consortium LLP
and |.As. No. 367 and 368 filed by the South Del hi Munici pal
Corporation (SDMC) in WP. (C) No. 13029 of 1985 are di sposed
of .
WP.(C No. 728/2015 and WP.(C) No. 116/2013:

Post on Wednesday, the 20th January, 2015.

( MAHABI R SI NGH) (SARQJ SAINI)
COURT MASTER COURT MASTER
(Signed order is placed on the file)



