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CENTRAL ADMINIS! R'\'!'! VE
PRINCIPAL BENCH, NEW

0P NO. 6372002

0OA hO. 187/2002

~

HON’BLE SH. KULDIP SINGH, MEMBER (J)
HON'RLE SH. M.P.SINGH, MEMRBRER (A)

Virender Kumar

$/0 late Shri Jagan Nath
Aged ahout 46 vears,

R/a §9/9, New Calony,
Sonepat {Harvana)

And emp
on

Chemig Meta rgical Assistang 11,
lway, Diegel Shed, '

(Ry Advqeate: Sh. H.B.Ravsal)}

ey

Ehri Kawal leet Ningh,
Gen°r°1 Mangger
td‘rr Rail

2. Mz, Kaval Sachdev,

vrez bl

Henior Rivisional Personne! Officer,

NMorthern qulwov
Divigionnal Ra
Chelmaford Hcad

New Delhi-110001.
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h Amis S ;
Neputy Chiet Mechénifa! kngineer
Northern Railway
NDiegal Khed,
rheati

8. Shri Gopal Saran
Chemical & Metallurgical Supdt. 1,
Northern Railway,
Diese!l. She o
Shakurhaati

Balhi-110034.

{Ry Advagate: Eh. V. 8. R. Krishns)

Thig the 33)«4 day of August,

‘s Oftige,

ant Chemigt & Metallurgiat (ACMT),
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“he representatinon of the =

NDRDER

ldip Singh, Member (1)

g is a (P ftiled by the apnlicant for drawing up

arder in Form-3 of the Contempt of Court (Procedure)

are that th

4

dated 1Q_7_ 2001 wherehy he had heen transaferred from

hed, Shakurhagti to Niegel Xhed KlLK in the

alongwith the pogst. The g2id QA was diaposed of vide

within a stipulated perind hy pasging a2 re
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that immedistely on receipt of the decision of the 0A he
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3. Thus

intentiaon

flouting

t large

a copy of the repregentation alongwith the arder
ndents on 241 2002 and requested them that he should
0in. But gtill in the meanwhile on 28 1.2002
vees of the respondents were gent to hia resgidence at
on 29.1.2002 whn pasted the relieving order on the

the petitioner whereas the petitioner was himsgelf

in the aoffige 2%t that time and requesting fonr duty

; it ig stated that Sh. H.8.bhaohare, ACMT whno has

2lly committed peivil contempt of the Trihunal hy
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Tribunal’s order conveys wrong sgignalae te the public

angd the p

regtige of the Tribunal is Inwered in publicn
It ig further gtated that thereafter the DPO,

Railway, Mew Delhi. alsn igsned =a letter dated

-

addresaed tao Dy. MESL wherein it was apecifically
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mentioned that the transfer of the petitiononer has haan staved

by thes "tribunal! till! the diapasal of the etitioner’' s

reprasentation hy passing a reasconed and apesking order and it
wan advigsed fo take necessary action on the geme. The

order waa received by the applicant on 1.2 2002 that he
wrasent in office daily. Thua, it is gtated that

regpondentas had eommitted Contempt of Court ane should

)

capy of the Tribunal’s order was received in their oftfice

on  28.1.2002 and immediately on receipt of the copy of

W

irder the competent asuthority initiated steps e

order. The representation aof the nplicant was

N
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have heen

congidereadd. The arders of the aour

jo 3

implemente Reanondents further pleaded there there was

time gap between the receipt of the copy of the arder af
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communicatinon of the order of the Trihunal. Reapondents

4 Respondents who were contesting the CP snhmitted that

was

the
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algo  submitted unconditional apolagy for their 2ct in trving

tn smerve on the petitioner the transfer orders on 281

aven fthoungh the said orders were staved and prayved that

&

aziad apology may he accepted and contemners he diacharced

23.1.2002 thig court has staved the aor
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apnlicant  though the z2pplicant submits thet he had sunn
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capy of the aorder hut the letter dated 23.1.2002 sent

e counael for the applicant shows only an information

regard  to  the digposgal aof the Q0A-187/2002 and alss menti

2002

the



ahont  the directiong gitven. But the copy of the order dnesa

b

nnot  geem to  have heen supplied alongwith that. Kven wid
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Annevure OP-2 oopy of the order does not zeems tn have heen

"]

they have raceived a copy of the judgmant only on 28.1.2002 is

correct and it ig heranse of 2 communicatinon gan that anmehndy

from the department tried to serve the relieving order on the

» applicant on 28.1.2002

The reasnnsg appear to b

fide. leqapondents are also apoligetic for the samea.

made an attempt to serve relieving nrder upon the an

but. that too also had not heen acted upon and applicant  had
heen paid galary for the gazid periond alan. Sn | find that no
action for contempt is8 called for hecause there does not

appears ta he any wilful or contumacious on the part nof  the
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reapondenta. Haoweavar, for the haragaesment canged ta the
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anpplicant the applicant iz altowed RHa. 1000/-
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{ M. P. SINGH ) ( KUIRIP SINGH
Memher (A) Memher (1)
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