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O RDER (ORAL)

By _Hon’ble Smt. Lakshmi Swaminathan. VC _(J)

We have heard both the learned counsel for the

parties.
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2. In this Contempt Petition, the learned

counsel for the petitioners has alleged that the
respondents have contumaciously and deliberately not
implemented the Tribunal’s order dated 8-17-2000 in G
1554/2000 granting é@g temporary status to the
petitionersq,having regard to the judgement of the

Tribunal in Brahbma $Singh ¥s. Chairman. Central Wate i

Gemmission (DA 1423/2000) dated $9-~11-2000. Both the

learned counsel submit that in the case of BRrahma
Singh, the applicant was granted temporar? status
w.e. . 14-9-2001. The main contention of Shri
$.8.Tiwari, learned counsel for the petitionars is
that the respondents have unduly delaved in passing
the order dated 31-10~2001,giving the petitionars
temporary status with immediate effect,which i# much
later than the date applicable to the applicant Brahma

Singh.

3. Admittedly, the respondents had filed CWP
3266/2001. and the contempt proceedings before the
Tribunal were stayved by the Hon’ble High Court by its
order dated 3-8-2001 (copy placed on record). In this
order, it is noted that the High Court has held
"Petitioners i.e. Union of India shall meanwhile have
two months time from receipt of a copy of this order
geither to take any appropriate legal remedy or to
implemant the Tribunal’s order in question".
According to the learned counsel for the petitioners,
the respondents were initially granted tﬁree months to
implement the Tribunal’s order 8-12-2000. Thereafter,
another two months were dranted by the Hon’ble High

Court and after the expiry of five months totally, the
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respondents have passed the office order datead

31-10-2001 granting\ temporary status to the
petitioners only from that date. He has also
contended that the petitioners in 0a 1%54/2000 are
similarly situated as the applicant Brahma Singh in 0A

1623/2000, on the basis of which the aforesaid ordsr

dated &-12-2000 has been passed by the Tribunal.

4. - Moting ths above submisszions, we are
unable to agree with the contentions of ths learned
counsel TFor the petitioners that there has besn
deliberate and contumacious disobedience of the

Tribunal®s order dated 8-12~2000 read with the order

ot the Hon’ble High Court dated 3-8-2001.

5. We, therefore, direct the respondents ta
grant temporary status to the petitioners from the
same date that was given to Shri Brahma S$ingh in &
162%/2000 i.e. 14-9-2001. This shall be done within

. : Y. )
one wesk from todax,Hrth—the—abcve——dfﬁee%%eﬁ@ with

cO to the petitioners. Accordingly, CP 270/2001 is
i M%WWMW%’-'/
disposed oit Notices to the alleged contemnors are

dischargsad.

Let a copy of this order be issued DAS

to both the arnad counsel for the parties.
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(smt. Lakshmi Swaminath
Vice-Chairman (J)
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