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SUPREME COURT OF I NDI A
RECORD OF PROCEEDI NGS

ClVIL APPEAL NO. 1586 OF 2004

M S. P. DASARATHARAMA REDDY COWPLEX Appel I ant (s)
VERSUS
GOVERNMENT OF KARNATAKA & ANR Respondent ( s)

(Wth office report)

Wth Gvil Appeal No.1587 of 2004
(Wth appln(s) for permission to file additional docunents and
of fice report)

Civil Appeal No.1588 of 2004
(Wth office report)

Civil Appeal No.4187 of 2004
(Wth office report)

Cvil Appeal No.5496 of 2004

S.L.P. (O No.16117 of 2004
(Wth office report)

S.L.P. (C No.17147 of 2004
(Wth office report)

G vil Appeal No.6323 of 2004
(Wth office report)

G vil Appeal No.6327 of 2004
(Wth office report)

G vil Appeal No.6328 of 2004
(Wth appln(s) for directions and office report)

G vil Appeal No.6508 of 2004
(Wth appln(s) for c/delay in filing SLP and prayer for interim
relief)

Civil Appeal Nos.558-560 of 2006

(Wth office report)
.2/ -

S.L.P. (© No.24655 of 2004
(Wth office report)

S.L.P. (C) No.26073 of 2004
(Wth office report)

S.L.P. (C) No.5951 of 2006
(Wth office report)

S.L.P. (C) No.12552 of 2006
(Wth office report)

S.L.P. (© No.12553 of 2006
(Wth office report)

S.L.P. (©) No.8597 of 2009



(Wth office report)

Date: 08/12/2010 These Matters were called on for hearing today.
CORAM :

HON BLE THE  CHI EF JUSTI CE

HON BLE DR JUSTI CE MUKUNDAKAM SHARVA

HON BLE MR JUSTI CE K. S. PANI CKER RADHAKRI SHNAN

HON BLE MR JUSTI CE SWATANTER KUMAR

HON BLE MR JUSTICE ANIL R DAVE

For Appellant(s) Ms. Kiran Suri, Adv.
M. S.J. Anmth, Adv.
Ms. Aparna, Adv.
M. Anit Sharnma, Adv.
M. Anupam Lal Das, Adv.
M. B. Subrahmanya Prasad, Adv.
M. Aj ay Kumar, Adv.
M . V. N. Raghupat hy, Adv.
M. Ajit S. Bhasne, Adv.
M. Joseph Pookkatt, Adv.
M. B.S. lyengar, Adv.
M. Prashant Kumar, Adv.
For Respondent (s) M. Sanjay R Hegde, Adv.
M. Abhi shek Mal vi ya, Adv.
M. P.P. Singh, Adv.
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M . Rahul Prasanna Dave, Adv.
Ms. Anitha Shenoy, Adv.
M. Naveen R Nat h, Adv.
M. Ataf Ahned, Sr. Adv.
M. Brijesh Pandey, Adv.
M. Ait S. Bhasne, Adv.
M. N Ganpat hy, Adv.
UPON hearing counsel the Court made the follow ng
ORDER
Havi ng heard | earned counsel on both sides,
we are of the view that the question raised in this
case(s) do not require det ermi nati on by t he
Constitution Bench. In this connection, it may be
stated that there cannot be an across the board
princi pl e, whi ch can be laid down by t he
Constitution Bench on t he interpretation of a
clause in the contract. In our view, this exercise
woul d depend on t he facts of each case, on
interpretation of the entire contract as well as
t he ci rcunst ances surroundi ng t he contract,
i ncluding the conduct of the parties.
The Regi stry is directed to pl ace t hese
matters as early as possi bl e, preferably on
r eopeni ng after t he ensui ng Chri st mas vacati on

before a Bench of three Judges.



[ Al ka Dudeja ] [ Madhu Saxena ]
A R -cumP. S Assi stant Regi strar



