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CEMTRAL ADMIMISTRATIVE TRIBUMAL @ PRIMCIPAL BEMCH )

CP o424/2002
in
Of 2473/2001

New Delhi, this the 17th day of December, 2002

Hon®ble Smt. Lakshmi Swaminathan, Vice-Chairman {1
Mon’ble Sh. S.K.Malhotra, Member (A)

Sh. amrit Lal
&S0 she Dujal Lal
working as Mali-cum~Frash in Patel Nagar
Post OFffice, Mew Delhi, C/o Sh. Sant Lal,
prdvocate, C-21 (B), New Multan MNagar, Delhl - 56.
.. Applicant
(By Advocats 3Sh. Sant Lal)

1. 3h. 3. C.DUTtta, Secretary
Ministry of Communications
\ Deptt. of Posts, Dak Bhawan,
| Mew Delhi - L10 001,
|

Y
2. 8h. B.D.L. Srivastava
Sr. Supdt. of Post OFfice
Maw Dalhi Central Dn.Meghdoot Bhawan
Mew Delhi - 1. . v« Respondents
(By pdvocate Sh. R.P.Aggarwal)
DR DE R _[ORALIY
By Hon’ble Smt. Lakshmi Swaminathan. ¥C_(J)
We have heard Sh. Sant Lal, ld. counsel for
the petitioner and Sh. R.P.Aggarwal, ld. counsel for
the respondents in CP 424/2002.
Z. Ld. counsel for the respondents relies an
w the order of the Hon"ble High Court Jdt. 24-4-2002 in

which stay has been granted against the Tribunal’s order
in D& 2473/2001. Sh. Sant Lal, ld. counssel has
submitted that in that caSe’it would have besn courteous
N the_ part of the respondsasnts to have informed the

petitioner about the position i.e. the High Court

arder, which has not been done, in which case, the

petitioner would not have been driven to file an

infractuous Contempt Petition Qn 23-9-2002 for
nan=implemnentation of the Tribunal s order
Z1-1-2002. Me further submits that no notice has
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recsived by the petitioner from the Hon’ble High Court.
In  the Contempt Petition, while the petitionsr has
referred to the fact that sven after seven months of the

Tribunal’s order db. 3I1-1-2002, the respondents have

1

“not complied, in any  case not  spesdily, with the

Tribunal’s aforesaid order, however, it is noted that

thers is not sven an averment in the CP that he had in

the maantimes approached the respondents for
implementation of Tribunal’s order in any mannsr. ot
OO S ! that dosgs not necessarily mean that the
respondents ought not o have complied with the

Tribunal’s directions even without the petitioner urging
them to do so. However, in this particular case, we

note  that the Hon’ble High Court had stayad the
operation of the Tribunal’s order by their order dt.
24-4-2002. No doubt, something has to be said in favour
of the petitioner that it would have been proper on the
part of the respondsnts to have informed him  the
position, particularly noting the submissions made by
Sh. Sant Lal, ld. counsel that the petitioner has not

received any notice from the Hon’ble High Court but that

would not be sufficient, in our wview, to take further

procesdings against the respondents in the CP. These
wbserwation&l may ., however, be Kept in view in future so
as  to aveld such unnecessary litigation, iIn  public
interest.

In wviaw of the aforesald order of the

L]

Honble High Court dt. 24-4-2002, CR  424/2002 i=s

s,

L

jiamissaed. Notices to the alleged contemnors are

discharged.
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