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delay, if any. Incondoned. we consider the

fppetf^med b/ the
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the order passed by the appellate authority,hfm^y take such action as he deems fit m
accordance with law. . . .•

3. ■ No« the learned oounsel for the respondents
submits that during the pendency of OA No. 2185/91.
the applicants appeal was decided and dismissed by
the appellate authority. The applicant had thereafter
amended the pleadings, but unfortunately at the time
of arguments neither the said facts could be brought
to the notice of the Bench by the learned oounsel for
parties nor could be noticed by the Bench which
resulted in passing of the aforesaid directions by the
Tribunal.

4. We do not agree with the contention of the
learned counsel for respondents. In view of the fact
that the Bench observed that "it would be appropriate
in the circumstances of the case to remit the case to
the appellate authority to ' decide the appeal in
accordance with the law", we think that the Bench was
aware of the fact that the appeal no longer was
pending before"the appellate authority, and, therefore,
it decided to remit the case back to the appellate
authority for deciding the appeal in accordance with
law. Further observation in the order would show that
the appellate authority was directed to treat the
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delay in flUng the appeal as condoned,
therefore, appears to us that the appeal «as not

^  decided on merits by the appellate authority but was
dismissed on the ground of limitation.

5, In the said background we are of the view
that instead of raising such obiectlons as are being
talsed before us. the appellate authority would have
been better advised if it re-decided the appeal on
merits and in accordance with the aforesaid directions
of the Tribunal.

s. Jhe very nature of pleas on behalf of the
respondent shows that the order has not been complied
with. We, therefore, now direct the respondent
dispose of the appeal within two months from today,

, ̂ otherwise a, very serious view will be taken and the
^  appellate authority may personally be reguired to

remain present before us and to explain the delay in
disposing of the appeal. No excuses in that event ma,
be entertained.

7. subject to obser>Jations and - directions
.aforesaid, this contempt petition is hereby finally
disposed of with liberty to the applicant either to
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file fresh contempt petition, if the appeal is not

decided within the specified time or to take such

steps that may be permissible in law, if the appeal is

decided pursuant to the directions aforesaid.
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