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Ao-F7edl, AF-AEEl, Sar-goFnigy, A®s-843118 0 HOITHigY H9el
aTEE qRET ¥ 16 B "aA(Sfto+3) wd 10 BE WA H (SHo+2) W A
ogE fve Y@ w FEr wE F FREw ¥ T orgwe e dafda w
F PHOT HEUEEH AMHATT, WA UHSE, POUFRIGL & JAH-874 [aA7E-26.04.
2022 EIWT TEE F [Gew Rer SaEr FEud FEmEe-2007 F AER H
qer AT (ITR) % uEiE-774 RAi$-22.08.2022 F I HHAE FA A
g AREET wgE-He-oTaY  SngE-ge-fadw @frE, wed e fAee SEm,
qedr @1 & TN qEgEr  SNEdl  UgE-de-sTiR ATgdd-de-faie Afed,  wad
fmfor fourr, fER, desr @ ofgern N oA HaEh % FeiS/eiiniol
e Yo% ¥ 3 W AR @ T g fERudd d@ee F AEs s
F gU IFF FEEE B uh 9¥ & fou Feifd w7 # R e ol

39 FidEd oy ¥ Aes §9ed & AFEE 39 ERE, 9edr o
CWIC No-35629 of 2023 a@x fpam war, fread RBi$-12.05.2023 H AT I
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"Reading of Rule 11(a)(ix) and 11(b)(ii), it is evident that if there is any malpractice in respect of
sub-clause (vi) to (xii) of Rule 11(a), invariably, the concerned authority is empowered to blacklist the
concerned contractor. In other words, for suspension of registration the relevant malpractice clauses are (i)
to (v) of Rule 11(a), whereas, the allegations against the petitioner would fall under sub clause(ix),
therefore, authority is required to punish the petitioner only by blacklisting him in accordance with due
procedure.

In view of these facts and circumstances, the petitioner has made out a case. Accordingly, the order
vide Memo N0.25/2022 dated 16.01.2023 (Annexure-8) stands set aside, reserving liberty to the concerned
authority to invoke appropriate clause(s) of Rules 2007 and proceed in accordance with law. If the authority
intends to take any action against the petitioner, in that event, all formalities shall be completed like Patna
High Court CWIC No0.5629 of 2023(4) dt.12-05-2023 5/5 issuance of show-cause notice, receipt of
petitioner’s explanation and thereafter passing a speaking order after due consideration of each of the
contentions to be raised by the petitioner in his explanation. The concerned authority is hereby directed to
take note of Supreme Court’s decision, namely, UMC Technologies Pvt. Ltd. vs. Food Corporation of India
and Anr., reported in (2021) 2 SCC 551 and later decision in the case of Isolators and Isolators Through Its
Proprietor Mrs. Sandhya Mishra vs. Madhya Pradesh Madhya Kshetra Vidyut Vitran Co. Ltd and Anr,,
reported in 2023 Livelaw (SC) 330 (Para-34).

Accordingly, the writ petition stands allowed."
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