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I.A. NOS.5, 6 &7 IN
Petition(s) for Special Leave to Appeal (Civil) No(s).24746/2010

(From the judgenent and order dated 20/08/2010 in AA No. 8/2010 of

The H GH COURT OF M P AT JABALPUR)

YOGRAJ | NFRAS. LTD. Petitioner(s)
VERSUS

SSAMG YONG ENG & CONSTRN. CO. LTD. & ANR Respondent ( s)

(Wth appln(s) for clarification/nodification of court’s order and
directions)

Dat e: 14/02/2012 This Petition was called on for hearing today.

CORAM : HON BLE MR, JUSTI CE ALTAMAS KABI R
HON BLE MR JUSTI CE J. CHELAMESWAR

For Petitioner(s) M. Kailash Vasdev, Sr. Adv.
M. Gagan Gupta, ACR

For Respondent (s)
Ms. Meenakshi Arora, AOR

UPON hearing counsel the Court made the follow ng
ORDER

I.A Nos.5 & 6 of 2012 in S.L.P. (C No.24746 of 2010

I.A Nos.5 & 6 of 2012, have been filed in S.L.P. (O
No. 24746 of 2010, which stood di sposed of by our order dated
31st January, 2012. It has been pointed out that certain
i nadvertent factual errors have crept into the said order
whi ch needs to be corrected.

It has been poi nt ed out by M. Kai | ash Vasdev,

| ear ned seni or counsel appeari ng in support of t he
applications, that in paragraph 2 of the judgnent, it has
been ment i oned t hat t he t ot al contract amount for t he
pr oj ect was nor e t han Rs. 750 crores, wher eas it shoul d
really read as Rs. 2,19,01, 16, 805/-, and that an agreenent
had been ent er ed into bet ween t he petitioner and t he
respondent on 13th August, 2006, and not between the NHA
and the petitioner. Let both the said errors be corrected

and let it now be read that the total contract amount for
the aforesaid project was nore than Rs. 219 crores, and that
an agreenment had been entered into between the petitioner
and t he respondent on 13th August, 2006.

It has al so been pointed out that in paragraph 3 of
t he judgment towards the end of the said paragraph, it has
been nmentioned that three Bank Guarantees of Rs.1 crore each
and one Bank Guarantee for Rs.3 crores had been furnished to
secure nobilization advance. M. Vasdev pointed out that



instead of three Bank Guarantees, it should be two Bank
Cuar antees of one crore each

It has also been submitted by M. Vasdev, that in
paragraphs 8 and 11, it has been indicated that the partial
award has not been chall enged by the petitioner, wherein, in
fact, the same had been questioned.

The sane is a matter of record, as has been pointed
out by M. Vasdev, and what we have recorded in paragraphs 8
and 11, are subni ssi ons, whi ch had been made
Meenakshi Arora, |earned counsel for the respondent.

Accordingly, the earlier corrections nmay be effected
in paragraphs 2, 3 and 5. Let the corrections be made and
| et the judgnent of 31st January, 2012, be read accordingly.

I.A No.7 of 2012 in S.L.P. (C) No.24746 of 2010
| ssue notice on |I.A No.7 of 2012, returnable two

weeks hence.

(Chetan Kunar) (Jugi nder Kaur)
Court Master Assi stant Regi strar

by



