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Ms.Kerban Anklesaria, Advocate for the original 

applicant. Mr.R.k.Shetty is present on behalf of the 

respondents in the ol'iginal application who have now 

filed this contempt petition for failure of the original 

applicant toj)acatt, the quarter in question by the due date, 

namely, 19.2.93 which was stipulated in the judgement dated 

19.1.1993 on the basis of the undertaking to that effect 

lven by the applicant and his advocate to the Tribunal. 

2. 	Ms.Anklesaria states that a review petition had since 

been filed on 28.3.1993 (R.P.No. 28/93) which is still to be 

decided by the Tribunal. She also states that the alleged 

contemner being an illiterate person serving as a Mazdoor was 

not aware of thb undertaking given by him and that the earlier 

Advocate represented him also failed to bring to the notice of 

the Tribunal on the date of hearing an important document, namely, 



ct 
:2: 

Ltallotment letter dated 9.6.1983 in favour of the applicant's 

rather in which clause 6 provided that : 

"This allotment is on Temporary basis. 
You will be required to vacate this 

I 	quarter as an when allotment in lIES 
key personnel quarter/or an alternate 
quarter is allotted to you." 

3t 	
After hearing both the counsel, I do not find that 

any adequate justification is advanced for going back on the 

undertaking given by the applicant earlier to the Tribunal. 

Th.e judgement was delivered on 19.1.1993. The sanctity of a 

sotLemn undertaking given to the Tribunal has to be maintained 

and the mere fact that a review petition has been filed, and 

that too long after the date of the vacation prescribed in the 

jucigement, could not justify any leniency to be shown to the 

contemner. Any way in view of the learned counsel's statement 

that the applicant was illeterate, did not follow the proceedings 

of the court and the undertaking which he himself had given and 

that his earlier advocate also did not keep him fully aware of 

the proceedings, as a last chance I allow 15 days time to the 

applicant, i.e. till 29.7.1993 to vacate the quarter and hand 
oer the possession of the quarter to the original respondents. 

The applicant shall be liable to pay usual rent till 29.7.1993. 

It is also made clear that if the applicant does not hand over 

the possession of the accommodation to the respondents even on 

that date, he will be subjected to payment of damage rent right 

from 19.2.1993 and he will also render himself liable to contempt 

proceedings. 

4. 	With these directions Contempt Petition No. 33/93 is 

disposed of. 

(N • Y • PR 10 L KAR) 

MEMBER (A) 

mrj. 


