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CS^ITRaL aCPUNISTRaTI VE TRIBLNf^L PRINCIPAL B CH

V" ■ - , C.P ,No ,51/99

IN

0 A No* 554/'^ ^
/M

New Delhij this the^'^ day of Sept ember, 1 999«

HON «BL E M R. S. R* ADI GE, UIC'E CHaI m aN ( a) •

HON « BL E 1^1 R<..K UL DIP SIN GH, D1 EI'1 B ER(3 ) .

Shri S.P. Singh,
th ro ugh

Advjocatej Shri D, S® Chaudhary,

Versus

3tit. Sudha Raj Qopalan,
Director General of Audit,

Defence Services,,

Neu Delhi

(By Adv, Sh.rq.K.Gupta)

. Appli cant®

Respon del ts;i

HON *BL E R. S® R. A 01 G£ VI CE CH Al RT^ aN ( a)

Hear-d*

2. In the light of respondents* f^amorandan

dated 1 3*7 #55 ( Ann ex ure-R1) it cannot be said that

rospondmts have committed contempt of the Tribinsl's

order dated 18,'B®'9B in Oa No, 5 5 4/ 97, The Supreme

ODUrt's ruling in 3 , 3.P arihar Ms, G. Duggar & 0 rs.

3T 1996(9) SC 60 8 is clear on this point,

3. If applicant is aggrieved uith respondent's

!^Bmorandun dated 13®?,'99 it is open to him to agitate

the sarriB separately in accordance with lau, if so

ad vai sed.

Giving applicant liberty as aforesaid, this

C.P. is dismissed. Notices are discharoed.

( KULOlp SINGH ) ( S. R.-ADIGe/)
P10^BER(3) VICE CHaIFJIaN (Pi) •
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