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By Advocate: Shri V. S. R. Krishna

ORDER (oral)

"Hon'ble Shri A. V. Haridasan,VC(J)

This CP arises out of the decision in
0A.686/96 rendered on 20!5.1996. The ecffectiva
directions given in the order was to treat that the
petitioner was not transferred till his.

representation was disposed of by the competent

-authority :and to disgpose of the representation

before 7.6.199¢ and also to pay the petitioner the
pay and allowances for the period he was not allowed

to perform duties treating bim as an officer in the
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office of the Engineer-in-Chief till the dispesgl
of the representation by the competent authériﬁy,
2. Notice having been served on the
respondents, a reply affidavit has been filed on
behalf of the respondents in which it has Dbeen
shown that the representation has been disposed
of by the competent authority on 6.6.1996_‘aﬁd
that the petitioner was treated to be an officer
in the office of ﬁhe Engineer-in-Chief and also
that the pay and allowances as directed in the
order has already been paid to him. Though i; 1e
admitted that there haé been a short delay in
payment owing to administrative difficulties, tﬁg
order was passed by the competent autheority on
the representation and now the payment has beén
made to the petitioner. The learned counsel‘for
the petitioner states that as the payment has
been delayed, the respondents have committed
contempt and, therefore, tﬁe matter has Lo be
further proceeded with and that the petitionér

may be permitted to file a rejoinder.

3. We have heard Shri D. S. Mahendru, the

learned counsel for the petitioner and Shri V. S.

- R. Krishna, the learned counsel for the

‘respondents. We do not find any necessity of the

petitioner filing a rejoinder. The role of the
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petitioner in a Contempt Petition is only tGN
inform the Tribunal that a contempt has been
committed. After that is done, what transpires
in the Contempt Petition is between the court
and the alleged contemner. We are satisfied that
the respondents have substantially complied with
the directions contained in the order of the
Tribunal. The delay is only marginal and it does
not warrant any action under Contempt of Couris-

Act. In the circumstances, the Contempt Petition

is dismissed. The notices issued to the _1'
respondents are discharged. No costs, ;“
1
(K. Mdthukumar) (A. V. Haridasan) :
Member(A) Vice Chairman (J)
dbc




