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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL PRINCIPAL BENCH

[/

_C.P.Hos8 3 of 2007

IN
OA No$1012/88 P
Neu Delhi: dated, this the 3/  day MAY 2001

- e e

HON'BLE MR.S.RADIGE,VICE CHAIRMAN({a).
HON'BLE DR.A.WEDAVALLT,MEMBER (3)

GurmeJ Singh,

3=11/1186,
Rajouri Gardeny

NEU Delhi—27 ) '.a..aépplican‘b.;
(By Adwocate: Shri B,K.Agarual)
Jergus
1o shri N.Mukherjee,
Secreatary, ) N
Ministry of Urban D=velopmenty
Nimman Bhawan,
New DelhiJ
2:' SheNyKrishnamur thy,
Director General(UOrks) ‘
Central Public Works Development,
Niman Bhawany .
New Delhi ' _ « s s Responden tshl
(By Advocate: shri D;S:ﬁahendru)
. ORDER
S:ReAdioe;VE(A):

Heard applicant's counsel Shri BaKifgarwdl on
C.P.No.83/2001 alleging that the statenentxnade by
respondents’ counsel Shri Mahendru on 18.8.2000 that
the Tribunal!s order dated 23.11.93 in DA Nos1012/88
had been fully complied with and the only surviving
grievance related to payment of %;ﬁ594/~ uith interest
'thereon; on the basis of which the aforesaid cp No «8 5/ 2000

was disposed of , uas wrong, false and misleading

2. shri B.K.Agarwal stated that thea foresaid
statement had been made by Shri Mahendru without it
being supported by any affidavit filed by responderitsy
and it is only in March,2001 thet app;icant received

all his arrear duess In this connectionf shri Agaryal

invited attention to applicant's own letter da ted
7



o | \
28%1%.20001 ',(P;nnexure';,R:- IIi)acknouledging receipt
of various dues and stakting therein that there were no
other dues ouwred 'b)./ respondents to him’y but contended
that applicant was put to 2woidable expendi ture and

harassment by his having been m ade to file this second

C.Pw

3o The aforesaid submissions were made by Shri fgarual
during second call uwhen respondents?! counsel Shri Mahendru
wa s -not,pre‘sentjhe having left after first cEilJT;;5 Shri
Mahendru appeared briefly well after the second call,

by which time Shri Agarual had already made h;i.s'sutmisa-sic:nex’%“i

4 vThere c@n be no doubt that parties sﬁould_be

very careful in making submissions to the !Z:ourw';":.g?j HOuever;
applicant would not have been required to file this

second contempt petition, if his counsel had appeared

on 1848,2000 uhen TP No.85/2000 uas taken ups and %7

" the contention mads by shri Mahendru on that da’gaé’%jf

5, As this second contempt petition uas necesvsitated

at least in part by applicant-'s counsel-'s oun none=
appearance on 1898.2000, and as applicant 8dmitt;fl7 has
received all the dues owed to him by respondents, \ue

are not inclined to prolong the present CP any longe:"ff
Houeuer%"f before parting with the case, we would again
reiterate the ne2d for parties to assist the Bench properly
by presenting the fully complete and factual positioﬁ

P

, ever .
at 2ll times and under &BB@Z] gircumstene 3

il With the above observationsy the TP is dropp ed’

No tices dischargedﬂ
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( DR.AJVEDAVALLT ) (S.RLADIE
MEMBER (3)
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