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New Delhis this the [0  day of May;20003
HON'BLE MR'STREADI EVICE CHAIRMAN(A)®
HON'BLE MREKULDIP SINGH, MEMEER(J)

Sumer Singha-f
s/o Shri Nand LalP

" E xSicasual Labour under PUI/Fﬁsar""

R/o H‘n\nﬂzmw H= Block“‘
sul tanpurs: .
Del hi:ip ’ o 0310 . Q’Appll Cantz,
(By Adwocate: shri GiDBhandari)
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17 shri S “~p:Mehtaf""i
General Manager,".
Northern RailuayR!
Baroda Housef!
New Delhi*ﬂ

i Shri D *Anand“‘
Divl% JRailuay Manager,
Northern Railway%

Bikarer | T3, iResponde ntel]
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ZBy Adwecates Shri RE{“"’D haw an5
SGRbER
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Heard both sides on CopNof210/99 arising out
of DA No%R404/ 973

.....

23 By Tribunalits order dated 27511998 in OA

Nofﬁ2404/97 respondents were dichtM\Jlth refereénce to
their 1mpugned order dated 187105195 to consider
inclusion of applican'tf"s name in LCL Register with a
view to his engagement in his own turn, in the light
of the certain documents filed by him and tté contents
of his representation dated 2512996 within 3 months

from the date of receipt of a copy of the orde'd

3 Bursuant to the aforesaid ordery respondcénts
by their letter dated 20554399 ( Annexure;CP-S) ha e
rejected applicantits claim for inclusion of his name
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| 4,' The aforesaid letter dated 203599 is a detailed

ome and gives reasons for resjectiocn of applicant's

‘claim for inclusion of his name in LCL Registerf"ﬂ

54 Tn J7siparihar vl i dipuggar & Ored 3T 1996(9)

~SC 608 the Hon’ble SUpreme Court has held

'Once there is an order passed by the Govbg

~on the basis of the directions issted by
thke Court] theré arises a fresh cluse of
éctioﬁ to seek redress in an apprdp riate
fortms The preparation of the seniority
li;st may be wrong or may be right or

may hot be  in conformity with the

| 'd:!.re::tionsxg‘"i But that would be a fresh
cause of action GEIFH7 73 (al"'.ld-) cannot be

_eonsidered wilful violation of the orderd

65 It is true that responcents isswed the

aforesaid letter dated 205599 uith some delay

for which sincere regret has been expressed, and in

the li’ght of the a2 foresaid ruling in Parihar’;é case
(-é;lpra')' the contents of their letter dated 20%52:’99 camot

be considered wil ful violation of the Tribunal";s order

dated 274175983
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75 fhe contempt proceedings ars therefore

drOpped"3 Notices are dischargedd
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( KULDIP GH ( siR.AD
MEMBER(.'J) VICE CHAIRMAN(A)
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