BEFORE THE HON’BLE PRESIDIN G OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVERNMENT
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT, DELHI; ROOM NO 208, ROUSE
AVENUE DISTRICT COURT COMPLEX, NEW DELHI-110002,

M/s. Leighton India Contractors Private Limited . . Appellant
Through:- Ms. Ushan Nandini V., L4. Counsel for the Appellant,
Vs.

CBT Through RPFC, Delhi Westp Respondent
Through:- Shri Puneet Garg, Ld. Counsel for the Respondent.

Order dated 18.1 1.2020

14B of the Act » the RPFC Delhi has passed the order Imposing damage of
Rs5,69,02,350-. Challenging the same as illegal, the present appeal has been filed.

relief sought would become infructiyous.



In this case the period of default as seen from the impugned order is from
10/2008 to 03/2016, and the amount of damage assessed is equally big. Thus on
hearing the argument advanced it is felt proper and desirable that pending disposal of
the appeal, the said amount be protected from being recovered from the appellant.
Furthermore in the case of Mulchand Yadav and Another vs Raja Buland Sugar
Company and another reported in(1982) 3 SCC 484 the Hon’ble Supreme Court
have held that the judicial approach requires that during the pendency of the appeal
the impugned order having serious civil consequence must be suspended.

Hence, in this case it is directed that there should be an interim stay on the
execution of the impugned order pending disposal of the appeal. But the said interim
order cannot be unconditional. The appellant is directed to deposit Rs 18,00,000/-
which is a little more than 30% of the assessed amount by way of challan ith the
Respondent within eight weeks from the date of this order as a precondition for stay
pending disposal of the appeal, Put up after eight weeks i.e. on 18-January-2021 for
compliance of the direction. Interim stay granted earlier shall continue till then.
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