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Judgement

Barin Ghosh, C.J.—Petitioners are seeking this Court to direct Respondent No. 2
to accept its response against the invitation dated 28th March, 2011 tendered to
the said Respondent on 29th April, 2011. In the invitation, Respondent No. 2
made it clear that the response thereto must reach the said Respondent at or
before 6.00 P.M. of 28th April, 2011, and that, any response submitted thereafter
shall not be accepted. The invitation made it clear that the said response may be
sent either by person or by post. According to Petitioners, they posted their
response on 25th April, 2011 by Speed Post and normally Speed Post is delivered
to the addressee within 48 hours and, accordingly, response of the Petitioners
should have reached Respondent No. 2 by 27th April, 2011 or, at the best, by
28th April, 2011. It is contended that there was no laches on the part of the
Petitioners in reaching their response on time, and that, the fault, if any, is on
the part of the Postal Department. A look at the invitation would make it clear
that two options were given to the Petitioners to submit their response either
through post or in person. In both the cases, it was indicated that if the response
is tendered after time, as was given in the invitation, the same will not be
accepted. Since the Petitioners failed to tender their response to the invitation
within time, as was mentioned, Respondent No. 2 had no other option but to
refuse to accept the response of the Petitioners as they were bound by what they
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had represented to the word at large by the said invitation dated 28th March,
2011.

2. There is, thus, no scope of interference. The writ petition fails and the same is
dismissed.
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