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Hon'ble Smt, Lakshtni Svaminathan,Member(J)
Hon'ble Sh. V.K. Majotra, Member (A)

New Delhi thds the 25th April,2DOO

Shri G.N. Sahai and Others

(By: Advocate Sh. B.S. Mainee)
Versus

1, Sh. S.P. Mehta,
General Manager,
Northern RailvJay,
New Delhi

2, Shri Rakesh Ghopra
Divisional Railway Manager
Nort hern _Rai 1vv ay,
New Delhi

3, Shri R.S. Grover
Divisional Railway Manager
Norther Railway,
Ambala Gantt,

4, Sh. S..B, Bhattacharya,
Divisional Railway Manager
N,Railway,Luc know

5, Sh. M.K. Goel,
Divisional xiailway Manager
Northern Railway
Ferozepur

6, Sh, _Buddh Prakash
Divisional Railway Mnnaoer
Northern Railway,
Jodhpur,

Petitioners

Respondent s

(By: Advocate sh. R. P. Aggarwal)

ORDER (Oral)

Hon'i)le Snrt. Lakshmi Swaminathan.Member(J)

Both the counsel have been heard.

2. Learned counsel for the respondents submitted that

the respondents have fully and faithfully complied with
the directions given by this Tribunal in its order dated

3.1.1996 in O.A. 28 99/1991. Sh. Mainee, learned c ounsel

for the applicant, however, submits that the respondents

..2/-



; - 2 - i ^
+ benefits by vjay

"" ,
•' ::rr. i-. '°t r,..-.applicants t promotion, oh- <^9

„ot »om t.e .ate tneV

rm, sol^ves .n t.e Contempt Petition.
idered the facts and submissions made

3. .te have considered prom the
-1 in the aforesaid

by the learned couns respondents,
poruaal of the additional

It cannot he concau^d that t hey have eithe
• iv disc-eyed the Tribunal's order, calli 9contunaciously dis provisions of section

for contempt Proceedin s under the pr
• • +•titre Tribunal Act read with Section 12

(17) of Administrative r +uq
4- \f+ iQ7i The judgement of theof the Coirtempt of Court Act, 1971. .he 3 og

- a- in T q Parihar Vs. Aanpat Duqqa_r,_aDdHon'ble Supreme i^our-t in ;Js^. 3 3-
q£^^(JT 96 (9) 3: 6ii) is relevant to the facts of -he
present case. In that case it was held that once there is
an order passed by the Gov ernment on t he basis of the

directions issued by the Court, then there arises a fresh

Cause of action to seek redressal in appropriate forum,

but Contempt does not lie,

4. In t he result for the reasons given above , we see no
reason to Pursue the C.P, against the respondents the sa.
as accordingly dismissed, rtotices issued to the respondents

( V.K, ;;l/UOTaAj -
Member (a) (3MT, LAKSiMI


