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Hon'ble Smt. Lakshmi Swaminathan, Vies ChairmanCJ)
Hon'ble Shri R.K. Upadhyaya, Member (A)

Shri Pi" cirfiud Kunisr Sharriiti snu ut.n0r&

(By Ad V Ooci bs Si i I i b . o » hici i i ^

\ ! j » c".
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I—« l__ J ty A j— ^ r—.
o f i r i Tv B r\ • /" y y ci I *%' vi i

Gen© r a 1 Manage r
W 0 s L e r n Rail vv a y,
Chu rch Gat.e,
Mumbai.

Pet111 one f s

I , O . otiaf iiia ,
lonal Railway Manager,L' i V I i

S . > » ̂  — I.— — j—3 , T . 5 _ . ,
Ti j~ci I I V'^ciy ,

L' —. -f- f ri . -i r~. 1-. r-. \
r\uba I. naj ae u-i lac I ; . . Respondents,

ORDER CORAL)

Bv Hon'ble Smt. Lakshmi Swaminathan. Vice Chairman (J) :

Heard Shn 3iS. Mai nee, learned counsel

the piet 111 oners.
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We haVe alsu seefi the speaking Oi def s is

Lfie f espofiuei iUS ofi so. is. sous sa iu uu ue

ued

in

1 n OAcOiTip 11 ance ot Tribunal's order dated 14.8.2002

2560/2001. Having seen these two relevant orders, one

passed by the Tribunal and other passed by the

respondents, we see some force in the submissions made

Uy Tie 1earned counsel for the petitiuneiS that there

Is no sped i 10 feferefioe tu^two judgements of the
Hon'ble Apex Court referred to in the aforesaid order

Oi ui i© I r iuunal, I.e. , the judgements in Balal Ahmad

and Sagar Chandra Baswas (supra) and decision of the

iacus per uaining to the earlier cases and those of the
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appllLJantS If! ths pi ysg'ii't- ijcise v i e- a v I -r- ui iw pU&e.L.iUh

of cii scri m1 fiatl Oh ahu VlUlal-lon Oi l.fie pT i i iOl p i feis; Ui

Articlss 14 and 16 of t.'ns Const.itut.ion of. Inuia. In

b'ms yisw of ths rnatt.©r, vvs ooiis iusi" it sppf opf iscs uo

grant further four 'weeks to the respondents to pass a

supp 1 ernenta 1 order to the ur de? oaL.eu ou. l ii.iuuii

dealing with the points mentioned above in terms ui

Tribunal's order dated 14.tii2u0i^ w i rh itiL.irfiaL.ioi i l-o

the petitioners., wfe say so because it cannot ue stateo

at this stags that the respondents have willfully

disobeyed the aforesaid order of the Tribunal l.o

justify action being taken against them for punishment

under the Contempt of Courts Act, 1971 , Kowever, we

think that in the ci rcum-stances of the case, one more

oppo rtu ri 11y shou 1 d be g i veri to the respondents to pass

the necessary supplemental order as abovei

3. In view of the above observations, CF 231/2003

I s U i spused
_ _e

4, Let a Copy of th is of der along w i thi a Copy of tfiw

CP be sent to the respondents for compliance as above.

(R.K. Upadhyaya) (Smt. Lakshifii Sivaminathan,
Member (A) Vic© Chairman (J)
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