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2 B—D E R (ORAL)

Shri Justice K. M. Agarwal :

Heard the learned counsel for parties.
Directions in OA No. 2135/1995 dated 11.4.1997 were
to the fol lowing effect ;

that thr findings abovem viz
remedy of ! they  of fi l ing a revision per it ion to tho

invie: oJ tV:
IJS I] respondents have not passed
v?L°JhaJ "T' '= "), we are of ?he
revision PeU t i Sn"'' Ji""" k/'" " ^

•  authority, who shal l consider th^casr'^ln
HLv^Rute °5(2l'^h ^hat no orders underui.e 15(2) has been passed. They shal l also
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take into consideration, whether in the
absence of the order under the said rule
the entire, proceedings should be set aside
and de novo inquiry shal l be initiated, We
are of the view that the orders l ike the one
under Rule 15 (2) goes to the root of the

nu+h u revisionstauthori ties who have to look into such
serious error in the first instance and pass
appropriate orders. Respondents shal l
consider the propriety of holding a 'do
novo inquiry at this stage, since the
petitioner is l ikely to be superannuated

2. The counter shows that the directions have
been carried out. A copy of order passed on revision

petition has also been fi Ied a Iong wi th the counter.

According to us, this substantial ly compl ies with the

directions of the Tribunal. if the appl icant is not
satisfied with the revisional order his remedy is to
fi le a fresh petition. Accordingly, this contempt
petition is hereby dismissed. Rule nisi if any shal l

stand discharged.. Appl icant has l iberty to fi le a
fresh petition chal lenging the revisional order, if so
adv i sed.
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