[113] IN THE HIGH COURT OF PUNJAB AND HARYANA
AT CHANDIGARH

COCP No.566 of 2020
Date of Decision :11.07.2022
Rajender Singh son of Shri Hari Singh ... Petitioner
versus
Ramesh Kumar Ghandhi, Managing Director,
Haryana State Road & Bridges, Development

Corporation, Sector 2, Panchkula. ....Respondent

Coram : Hon’ble Mr. Justice B.S. Walia

Present:  Mr. Anuj Balian, Advocate for the petitioner.
Mr. Varun Katyal, Advocate for the respondent.
sekosk

B.S. Walia, J. (Oral)

[1] Prayer in the petition is for initiation of proceedings against
the respondent for intentional and willful defiance of order, Annexure P-
1, dated 14.11.2019, in CWP No0.32896 of 2019 in case titled as

‘Rajender SinghversusState of Haryana and others’.

[2] A perusal of order (Annexure P-1), reveals that CWP
No0.32896 of 2019, was disposed of by directing the respondent to
consider and decide the representation filed by the petitioner in
accordance with law within six weeks from the date of receipt of
certified copy of the judgment and in case, on consideration, the
competent authority came to the conclusion that the request made by the
petitioner was admissible, consequential relief was to be allowed to the
petitioner within six weeks thereafter but in case the competent authority
came to the conclusion that the relief claimed by the petitioner was not
admissible, in that case, a speaking order was required to be passed in
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[3] At the outset, learned counsel for the petitioner states that
needful has been done in terms of order (Annexure P-1) dated
14.11.2019 and speaking order (Annexure R-3) dated 22.01.2020 has
been passed by the respondent, deciding the claim of the petitioner and
the petitioner is satisfied with the same and that in the circumstances, the
petitioner does not wish to pursue the instant petition and may be
permitted to withdraw the same.

[4] In view of the position noted above, as well as statement of
learned counsel for the petitioner, the instant petition is disposed of as
not calling for any action against the respondent under the Contempt of
Courts Act, 1971.

(B.S. Walia)

Judge
11.07.2022
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