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Hon'ble Smt,LlLakshmi Suaminathan, Member (J)
Hon'ble Sh, R.KeAhooja, Member (A)

Dr. Pawan Kumar Jain
s/o Sh.Gopi Ram Jain

R/o WZ 29, Golden Park,
. Rampura, Uelhi,

. . . eeo Petitioper

"\

(Petitioper present in persan )

Vs,

Employees State Insurance Corporation
through its Directaor General

Shri B.R., Basugy Respondent
[ 2 X ) b

ORDER (RALJ
(Hon'ble Shri R.K. Ahooja, Member (A)

This Revisu application has been filed in’

respect of the. order passed by this Tribunal on 2.8.95

in CP 164/95 in DA £28/86, The Contempt petition was

filed by the applicant in respect of non-compliance of
the Tribunal order dated19,3.87 dispasing of three
applications, ane of which had been filed by the present
petitioner. Since the contempt proceédings had been filed
after a considerable degly in the year, 1995, it appsared
that -the same was barred by limitation in 'terms of

the p;éVisions of the Contempt of Courtls Act, In the

CP, it was statea that a SLP had been filed before the
Supreme.;Jurt but' it coqld naéi;scérfained whe ther any
interim direction had been given &8 and the or iginal
order of the Tribunal stayed during the pendency of.ths
appeal befo;é the Sﬁpreme‘Cou:t. Hence by the order

datsd 2,8.95, the Tribunal dismissed the CP on the point

of limitatiosn.
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2. In the RA, the applicant has submitced-that the

Hon'ble Supreme Court in the 3LP filed by the respondents

'had passed the FollJulng orders on 14,8 87 which reads

/as under.-

.ﬂ Issus Notice.npénding Natice there will be
interim stay but the petitionzg shall not
tormlnate the services of the respgndent untll

fur ther orders, ¥, -
. \ S-L\- (}1/
Further-more uide order’dated 3,4,1989, the Supreme

-Court'passed fhe following order s

'

" Special Leave Granted, Interim order made on
14,8487 is mede absolute with modificatisn that

one Guruprasadee...®

3., . The petitioner in the R.A. nouw submits that beeausas
‘the orders which, %%ﬁé%“the_exercise of due deligence, uers
5 a ' :

e § i,
not within tré knouledge of the~peditigrer and therefore,

he could not proaduce the same at the time when the order

_ dated 2,8.95 uas passéd in CP No,164/95.

4. . kearned counsel for the respondents has argued
that since the Supreme Court has not upheld the order
af Ehe T&ibﬁnél's‘in toto, thers was no cantempf
cqmmiitad an the part of the resgpandents and if at'éil,
the applicant should move ths Hon'ble Supreme Courtfif
he is aggrie&ed'that the arder of "the 5upréme Couft.haé
not baen cdmplie& uith.

5, _l We have considéred'the matcer carefully,

B The limited quStlDﬂ before us 'whether the CP
»r

filed on 20.7.95 is barrad by llmltatljn. We are satisfied

that'Slnce there was an interim order granted by the

Suprems Court on 14.8.,87 and it was made absolute vide

- order aatﬂd 3,4,89 and that the fimal order af the

"Supreme Caurt has besen passad only on 19, 10 1994, the -
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CP is not barred by limitatian.and it was filed

tim= limit, In so

concerned that no contempt kas D.2n conwlcied by the

respandents, this matter

the B.P,itsclf,

‘7.  Accordingly, R.A,

is recallead andAthe_CP is
/
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is allowed, The nrder dated 2.8.95'

- -

reéstored to its ariginal position,
M (}~ wub_./
&/;/,_,._»
mt, Lakshmi Swaninathan)

Member {J)




