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1 Sh, Omesh Saigal,
Chief Secretary to the
Govt. of NCT of Delhi,
5,Sham Nath Marg,
Delhl.-llOO54

&) sh.'s Malalchaml
Secretary
Govt.of NCI of Delhi,
5,Sham Nath Marg, -
Delhl-llOO54

34 Sh,N.Diwakar,
The Director,
Department of Social Welfare,
Govt., of NCT of Delhi,
J,Canning Lane,
Dé Lhi-54
«+.<Respondents

(BY:Advocate Ms, Neelam Singh) |

S #/pRDER
med s.R¥AdLgeZUC(A)s
Heard both sides on C3P7How2 39/99,

28 Applicant had filed OA Mo 334/99 impugning respondents?
order dated 9‘3@99 plecing him under suspe nsion,

S That 0A came ‘L’p for hearing on 436399 on which

date applicant?s counsel invited our attention to & Press
Clipping dated 207%399 uhich had appeared in the Hindustan
fimés which stated that the Chief secratary%i vt of NCT

of Delhi had ordered th® rewcation of applicant;s susgp ension’y,
The Bench was also informed by appl.icant*;s counssl that
applicant?s representation dated 84199 had not been dispos ed
of by respondonts? ~
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4; Aecnrdjnglﬁ after hearing appli.‘cant"s counsef,

"in the absence of respondente§y the OR was disgposed of

on 4&36799 with an expvarte order directing respondents
that 1f the contwté of the #lewspaper élipping

were accuratd’y they should fssue appropriate consequential
order .accotrdinglﬁ‘i and if not accurate they should
disposa of app].'i'cant;a_vrepresm tation dated 853@99

by a deteil)ed speaking and reasoned order in accordance
with rules and instructions wi thin 6 wesks from the
date of receipt of a copy of this orderd

| 53 Pursuant to the aforesaid order acated 43651993

respondents have issued order dated 6310899 a copy

" of which is taken on recordd

ol Meanuhile applicant had filed this CP on
2&8799 alleging contumacious nore compliance of

the Tribunal's order dated 4365993

7d Now that respondents have issued order dated
6310399 disposing of applioant‘i;s. representation dated

834759 by = speaking ordery it cennot be said that

they have not complied with the Tribunal’:”.s order dated
4863997 although no doubt the complianc® has baen

-effected with some dalay which should have been avoidedsy

Howevery delay alone is not aufficient ground to
initiate contempt proceedings against respondentég

85;5 in so far as the omrrectness of the mntents

of reSpondant's; order dated BF&09 is concerfedy that

~cannot be the subject matter of contempt action against

e In this connectiony the Hon bl e Stp reme COurt;s

ruling in J?S%i*barihar,(ls;'c?uggar & Orsd 37 1996'(9) SC
608 is extremely relevant 7 Relevant extracts of which

are given belou% ' —”
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Once there 1s an ordsr passed by the Gvif
on the basis of the directions issued by the
Courty there arises a8 fresh causs of action
to seek redress in an appropriate forums
The preperation of the seniority 1ist may

bs Wrong or may be right or may or may not
be in conformity uith the directions¥ But
that would be 8 fresh causs of action?l. i
(and) cannot be considered wilful viol ation
of the ordery®

o 'Eaplyin"g the ratio of the aforesaid extracts
to the facts and ciramstanes of the present cases
it is clear that no causs for iﬁftiating contemp t

proceeaings againet responden ts ariaeé

107 CPR therefore disnissed"ﬁ Notices are dischargedd
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( S.READICGE ).
VICE CHAIRMAN (R)
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