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C.p. NO. 24/1998
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O.A. KO. 489/1997

.  New Delhi this the 19th day of January, 199?.

«,n-ble shri justice k. h. agarwal, chairman
hon ble shri R. k. ahpoja. member (A)

Ajay Kumar
r/6 C/0 Asha Agarwal,
2619-B, Gali No.7,
Bihari Colony, Shahdara,
Delhi-110032.

'( By Shri Sanjeev Sahai, Advocate )
-Versus-

... Applicant

%

Union of India through
Shri K. K. Ghaudhery,
Divisional Railway Manager,
Northern Railway,
Chelmsford Road,
New Delhi.

(  By Shri R. L. Dhawan, Advocate )

... Respondent

B-
J  g (ORAL)

Shri Justice K. M, Agarwal :

Heard the learned counsel for the parties.

2. This is a contempt petition for non
compliance with the order dated 17. 1 1.1997 in O.A.
No. 489/97. The direction was as follows

direction
applicant
subsequent

■ reference
seniority
speaking
with rules
intimation
month from
this order

"4. We dispose of this O.A. with a
to the respondent to dispose of
s representation dated 3.1.96 and

representation with specific
to prayer for fixation of
and promotion, by a detaiiea,
and reasoned order, in accordance

and instructions, under
to the applicant, within one

the date of.receipt of a copy of
In the event any further
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'i ' ctni survives, it will be openA' grievance still surv _ same m
:pp?S^la?e'""^ginal proceeding., m

.^ith law.accordance with law.

3. ' The learned counsel for the respondent
submitted that the aforesaid direction of the Tribunalnas been ocplled with b.y considering and decidsng the
two representations dated 3.1.1996 and 30.5.1996.
According , to the learned counsel, the case of the
.ppuoant for promotion was considered but he was not
found fit for promotion. Accordingly, his case for
pTOhiotion was releoted by a detailed. speaKlng jnd

^  teasoned order, as directed by the Tribunal. However.
the applicant was not accepting the order that was

X. i. • Thp learned counsel for
„ade on his representations. The learn
the respondents files a copy of the decision taken by
the Oivlsional Railway Manager after considering the
aforesaid representations of the applloant.

4. in the facts and circumstances of the case.

we direct that' a copy of the said decision on the
ri^aiivered to the learnedrepresentations may ■ be del

counsel for the applloant. The same is delivered to
the learned counsel for the applicant In our presence.

5. The learned counsel for the applicant wanted
time to file reply. However, the prayer is rejected
in view of the fact that the contempt is a matter
between the court and the contemner and after the
contempt is brought to the notice of the court, the

V  applicant has no right of hearing though he may assist
court, if so required.



.■>

- 3^

we .av. Observe in O.A. .B,/97 mertv
.as.siven to the applicant to ohallenge the order

^inncL if he was not satisfiedpassed on his representations.
..^otanrP^s we discharge thewith It. under the circumstances.

lulenlsi issued against the respondent. I "o
satisfied/with the decision on his representations.
the applicant has his remedy as indicated m
aforesaid order of the Tribunal dated 17. 11.
O.A. 489/97.

7^ ,
( K. M. Agarwal )

Chairman

/as/

( R. K^^Ahooja )
t^ber (A)
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