BEFORE
HON’BLE MR JUSTICE SR SEN

14.01.2015

Seen Note of Registrar General, High Court of Meghalaya,
dated 14.01.2015 by which she brought to the notice of the Court two
items published in Meghalaya Times dated 31.12.2014 and in Shillong
Times dated 08.01.2015. She also annexed the two Newspapers as
mentioned above.

I have carefully read the news item appeared in Meghalaya
Times dated 31.12.2014 wherein it appears that, Mr. Adelbert Nongrum,
CEM, Khasi Hills Autonomous District Council has given a statement
that, “dared the Meghalaya High Court to hold any contempt and to
punish him for the same”.

After perusal of the statement it appears that, Mr. Adelbert
Nongrum, CEM, Khasi Hills Autonomous District Council has openly
challenged the authority of the highest judiciary of the state. On further
perusal of the news item published in The Shillong Times dated
08.01.2015, he has stated that, “The Court has to respect the practice
and convention which the traditional bodies have been following since
times immemorial. Secondly, he has stated that “The High Court Judge
SR Sen had passed the judgment by taking into account a single case in
which the two parties had already arrived into a compromise.” He also
stated that, “I strongly suspect that there is a hidden agenda against the
indigenous community behind this ruling”.

After reading the two news items published in Meghalaya
Times dated 31.12.2014 and in The Shillong Times dated 08.01.2015, I
find that Mr. Adelbert Nongrum is trying to lower down the image of the
judiciary and thrown an open challenge against the judiciary. I could
not understand that in the judgment passed in WP(C) No. 363 of 2014
what is reflected therein that, he came to a conclusion that there is a
hidden agenda against the indigenous community behind the said
ruling. In my opinion, he is instigating and misleading the people for
reasons best known to him. If anyone is not satisfy with any judgment,
he has the right to make an appeal but he no business to challenge the
judiciary or to give any kind of derogatory or defamatory statement
against any Judge in particular or against institution in general.

The author of the judgment passed in WP(C) No. 363 of

2014 had never wrote any judegment or order with any hidden agenda. A

Judge does not have any caste, religion or language or any personal

agenda and he is above all those practices and his only motive is to do




justice and to ensure that rule of law to prevail and dignity of the

Constitution to be upheld. I mentioned that, this Court is not against

any customs or usages or against any practice unless it is un-

reasonable. Customs and usages cannot be rigid but it is always flexible

and changes with times as per the requirements of the people at large. It

is also a fact that, there was no such practice that headman to issue

NOC or to interfere with the work of the District Administration as well

as Police Administration. I further made it clear that, no custom or

usage can supersede the statutory law and fundamental rights of a

person as granted by the Constitution of India, So, any practice or usage

which is contradictory with the Constitution of India, statute or

principle of natural justice, such custom and usage cannot continue.

Truth and rule of law to prevail and dignity of Constitution to be upheld

at any cost.
Since I find that the statement of Mr. Adelbert Nongrum is

derogatory, defaming and contemptnous in nature, Registrar General,
High Court of Megahalay is directed to register a case under Article-215,
226 of the Indian Constitution r/w Contempt of Court Act, 1971.
Further, Registrar General is also directed to make parties, Mr. Adelbert
Nongrum as respondent No. 1, Editor, Meghalaya Times as respondent
No. 2 and Editor, The Shillong Times as respondent No. 3 and to issue
show cause notice as to why contempt proceeding should not be
initiated against them for such derogatory, defaming and contemptnous
statements and for publishing the same.

Let the notice be served through the Deputy Commissioner,
East Khasi Hills, Shillong along with a copy of this order as well as
photo copy of the news items mentioned above. Deputy Commissioner is
also directed to furnish the service reports within 2(two) days by way of
affidavit.

Respondents are directed to be present personally and to
file their respective show cause on or before the 27.01.2015 without fail.
No further adjournment will be allowed for the show cause.

List this matter on 27.01.2015 for personal appearance,

show cause, hearing and for further order.

JUDGE

V Lyndem



BEFORE
HON’BLE MR JUSTICE SR SEN
CRP No. 1 of 2015

14.01.2015

Heard Mr. PN Nongbri, learned counsel for the
petitioner.

Issue notice to the respondents to show cause as to
why this instant petition should not be allowed or any order or
orders should not be passed as found deemed fit and proper.

Notice is made returnable within 3(three) weeks.

I have perused the affidavit filed by the learned
counsel for the petitioner wherein it appears that, the matter is
urgent in nature as the suit has been dismissed without
framing any issue. As a result, the Status Quo order dated
21.04.2011 stands vacated and as a consequent the respondent
has started encroaching into the suit land. As such the parties
are directed to maintain a Status Quo as on today and not to
change the suit land till the next date.

List this matter after 3(three) weeks for show

cause/affidavit and for further order.

JUDGE

V Lyndem



BEFORE
HON’BLE MR JUSTICE SR SEN
CRP No. 2 of 2015

14.01.2015

Heard Mr. K Paul, learned counsel for the
petitioner.

Issue notice to the respondents to show cause as to
why this instant petition should not be allowed or any order or
orders should not be passed as found deemed fit and proper.

Petitioner’s counsel is to take necessary steps to
serve notice upon respondent No. 2 within 3(three) days.

Seen also the affidavit wherein it appears that the
lease of the petitioner is going to be cancelled, hence, it is
hereby directed not to cancel the lease till the next date fixed.

Mr. ND Chullai, learned senior counsel is present.

List this matter on 27.01.2015.

JUDGE

V Lyndem



BEFORE
HON’BLE MR JUSTICE SR SEN
Misc. (CRP) No. 1 of 2015

14.01.2015

In the light of the order passed in CRP No. 1 of

2015, this instant Misc. case stands disposed of.

JUDGE

V Lyndem



BEFORE
HON’BLE MR JUSTICE SR SEN
MC(CRP) No. 2 of 2015 in
CRP No. 2 of 2015

14.01.2015

In the light of the order passed in CRP No. 2 of

2015, this instant Misc. Case also stands disposed of.

JUDGE

V Lyndem



BEFORE
HON’BLE MR JUSTICE SR SEN
MC (WPC) No. 1 of 2015 in
WP(C) No. 1 of 2015

14.01.2015

In the light of the order passed in WP(C) No. 1 of

2015, this instant Misc. Case also stands disposed of.

JUDGE

V Lyndem



BEFORE
HON’BLE MR JUSTICE SR SEN
MC(WPC) No. 3 of 2015 in
WP(C) No. 3 of 2015

14.01.2015

In the light of the order passed in WP(C) No. 3 of 2015,

this instant Misc. Case also stands disposed of.

JUDGE

V Lyndem



BEFORE
HON’BLE MR JUSTICE SR SEN
Misc. Caveat Petn. No. 331 of 2014

14.01.2015

Seen also the Misc. Caveat Petition bearing No. 331
of 2014 wherein the petitioner has already served notice upon
the caveator respondent No. 2 and it appears that one lawyer
has received the notice for on behalf of Mr. Jha, learned counsel
for the caveator. However, Mr. Jha, learned counsel for the
caveator is not present, as such, it appears that the caveator is
not interested to pursue with the caveat petition. Hence the

caveat stands disposed of.

JUDGE

V Lyndem



BEFORE
HON’BLE MR JUSTICE SR SEN
WP(C) No. 1 of 2015

14.01.2015

Heard Mr. K Paul, learned counsel for the
petitioner.

Issue notice to the respondents.

Notice is made returnable within 3(three) weeks.

Petitioner’s counsel is directed to take necessary
steps to serve notice upon the respondents.

In the meantime, respondent No. 3 is directed not
to dig the PWD road or any other construction till the next date
fixed.

List this matter after 3(three) weeks.

JUDGE

V Lyndem



BEFORE
HON’BLE MR JUSTICE SR SEN
WP(C) No. 2 of 2015

14.01.2015

Heard Mr. H Abraham, learned counsel for the
petitioner.

List this matter on 27.01.2015 subject to the
approval of Hon’ble Chief Justice.

JUDGE

V Lyndem



BEFORE
HON’BLE MR JUSTICE SR SEN
WP(C) No. 3 of 2015

14.01.2015

Heard Mr. H Kharmih, learned counsel for the
petitioner.

Issue notice to the respondents to show cause as to
why this instant petition should not be entertained or necessary
order or orders should not be passed as deemed fit and proper.

Notice is made returnable within 2(two) weeks.

Seen also the affidavit filed by the petitioner’s
counsel wherein it appears that, the matter is urgent in nature.

Further, respondent No. 6 is directed not to
construct any boundary pillar at the footpath leading to the
house of the petitioner till next date fixed.

List this matter after 2(two) weeks.

JUDGE

V Lyndem



