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ACT:

Monopol i es and Restrictive Trade Practices Act, 1969-
Ss. 21, 22 and 23-Objectors nust be supplied with rel evant
mat eri al s- Gover nment. must gi ve good reasons in_ support of
its order.

HEADNOTE

HELD: The faith of ‘the people in admnistrative
tribunals can be sustained only if the tribunals act fairly
and di spose of the matters before them by well considered
orders. Refusal to furnish relevant materials to the
obj ectors can anount to denial of reasonable opportunity and
violation of natural justice. [816 C & f

JUDGVENT:

ClVIL APPELLATE JURISDICTION: Civil Appeal ‘No. 3191 of
1983.

W TH
S.L.P. (CVIL) No. 4311 of 1983.

Fromthe Judgnent and Oder dated the 30th Novenber,
1982 passed by the Govt. of India u/s.22 of the Monopolies &
Restrictive Trade Practices Act, 1969 bearing No.2/18/80-M
.
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The Order of the Court was delivered by

CHANDRACHUD, C. J. The order of the Governnent dated
Novenber 30, 1982 which is inpugned in these proceeding
| eaves much to be desired. But we do not propose to admt
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the appeal since after hearing a |ongish argunment from Shr
Anil B. Divan on behalf of the appellant, we are satisfied
on the material produced before us and on perusal of the
counter affidavit of the Governnent that, there were good
reasons for passing the inmpugned order. W nust, however,
i mpress upon the Governnent that while disposing of
applications under Sections 21, 22 and 23 of the Monopolies
and Restrictive Trade Practices Act, 1969 it nust give good
reasons in support of its order and not nerely state its
bal d conclusion. The faith of the people in adnmnistrative
tribunals can be sustained only if the tribunals act fairly
and di spose of the matters before them by well considered
orders. The relevant material nmust be nmade avail able to be
obj ectors because with out it, they cannot possibly nust the
claimor contentions of ‘the applicants under Sections 21, 22
and 23 of the MRTP Act. ~The refusal of the Government to
furnish such material to the objectors can amunt to a
deni al of = a reasonable opportunity to the objectors to neet
the applicant’s case. And denial of a reasonable opportunity
to neet the other man’s case-is denial of natural justice.

On the question of the need to give reasons in support
of the conclusions to whichthe Government has cone, the
authorities concerned may, with profit, see the Judgments of
this Court in Union of 1ndia v. Mhan Lal Capoor & Os.,
Si emens Engi neering & Manufacturing Co. of India Limted v.
Union of India & Ans. and Uma Charan v. State of Mdhya
Pradesh & Anr.

Wth these observations we dismiss the special |eave
petition and the appeal
H L. C Petition di sm ssed.
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