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(Petitioner in person

1. Secretary & Chairman,
Department of Telecomm
Sanchar Bhavan,
New Delhi.

2. CGM NTR, Kidwai Bhavan,
New Delhi. Respondents

(throuqh Sh. R.N. Sinqh, Advocate)

Order (Qrai)

Hon'ble Sh. V.K. Majotra, Vice-Chairman(A)

Heard.

2. hon'ble Supreme Court in Contempt Petition Nos 177• i78/2003 m C.A

Nos. 6485-36/1998 passed the foiiowing orders:-

'The petitioner in-person has been filing repeated applications and
contempt petitions. In these contempt petitions, the respondents have
filed a detailed reply affidavit swrn to by Mr A K Chaturvedi. chief
General Manager, Northern Teiecom Region Bharat Sanchar Nigam
Limited, indicating therein the compliance with the orders passed by
this Court. Ifthe petitioner still is not satisfied with the compliance and
if he has any grievance, as made clear earlier by this Court on 23 '
Anril 2001 if shall be ooen to him to aaitate or make a claimi before\\



the appropriate forum. We do not find any justificaiiun \o conu-ue
'sA/ith tne contempt proceedings Contempt proceedn^gs are cJroDped

Tne contempt petitions are, accordingly, dismissed.'

3. in pursuance thereof, applicant filed OA-103 1/2004 in mis Court v/inch

was disposed of vide order dated 23 4.20C4 with the following

observation/directions to the respondents.-

'Having regard to this aspect of the matter and part;cuiaiiy
the fact that the necessary supporting papers are already Witn the
respondents as claimed by the applicant, the appropriate course
vwDuid be to dispose of this OA at this stage itself vv/hiie hearing on
the point of admission mt) directions to the respondents to consider
the matter as submitted by the applicant to them separately earlier
ana aiso consider this OA by treating the same as a representahon
and dispose them of by issuing a reasoned and speaking ordei
v^/ithm a period of two montns from the date of receipt of a copy of
this order. If so requested, the respondents may also corisioei
giving personal hearing to the applicant so that whatever papers
required to consider and dispose of the matter are made availaoie
by the applicant to the respondents."

4. Applicant has now come up \Mth the present CP aiieqing inat fespondems

have not complied with directions of this Court. Referring to respondents' order

dated 23 7,2004 passed in pursuance of Tribunafs directions appiicaiu stated

that the same is not reasoned and speaking order on his representation

5. On the other hand respondents' counsel stated that applicant haa earlier

filed MA-2610/20G3 in OA-173/95 wtiich vi/as dismissed on 12 12 2003. as sucn,

applicant's claim for grant of interest of 12% or more on the deiaved payments

vi/as rejected Learned counsel further stated thai respondents order da*ed

23 7.2004 is reasoned and speaKing order

6. We have considered the respective contenL-ons of Hje paities and aiso

perused me material placed on record.

7. Hon'ble Supreme Court vide its order datea iJ 10 2003 haa accoraed

libertv to Ihe aoolicant to orefer his claim before the aooroDnate forum. As such.



the applicaiil had appruached this Tnbuiiai vvtien his OA iOJi/200^ was

disposed of by orders dated 23 4.2004. Respondents in their orders aaiec

23.7.2004 nave stated that grant of 6% rate of interest to the applicant n.aa

attained finality, in our considered view, this issue has not attained finality wtien

the Hon'ble Supreme Court has granted liberty to the applicant as stated above.

8. Learned counsel of the respondents pointed out that applicant had not

referred to respondents' order dated 23.7.2004 whereby Tribunars directions

dated 23.4 2004 are stated to have been complied viiith. As such, applicant nad

concealed an important fact from this Court and, therefore, applicant's present

proceedings should be dismissed. We find that in Annexure A-4 datec 2.3.2004

appended with these proceedings, there is a mention of respondents'

memorandum dated 23.7.2004. in this view of the matter, the applicant nas not

sinned as much as to deserve dismissal of these proceedings The order dated

23.7.2004 passed by the respondents is certainly not reasoned and speaking

one. Respondents have simply contended that the interest paid to the applicant

has attained finality. This contention is not acceptable in the teeth of licieay

granted to the applicant by the Hon'ble Supreme Court.

9. in the facts and circumstances of this case, we noid that order dated

23.7.2004 passed by the respondents in pursuance of Tribunal's directions catea

23.4.2004 is not reasoned and speaking order Yet, in the interest of justice. A'e

accord a month's time from today to the respondents to pass fresh orde^

should be reasoned and speaking orders in compliance of Tribunai's direc:?ons

contained in order dated 23.4.2004 whereby OA-1031.^2004 was disposed of

CP stancs disposed of Notices io the respondents are discnarged. however

the applicant shall have liberty.

Dasti. j
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