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This jpplication has been filed for 

the 611oed breach of the direction issued by 

the bench of this Tribunal in 	No.979/9', 

From the averments mace in the O.A. 

ana other materials on record, it appears that 

im ediately after pas- ing of order in 	979/93, 

respondents filed review application alonipith the 

St .y ap lication;,en 6.12,1996 when this c_ntempt 

a- lication came up for hearing, Sri ,A,...ithplkar 

filed power on behalf of the opposite party and 

in owned as a.k ou the review application having 



been filed, 4:,*-ker hearinit learned counsel for both 

the arti,,s, it eras ordered that the con-  emet ;ratter 

beisted alongwith the r eview application on 

19,12,1996. On .1.12,1996 it was o- erce that r. 

review application filed by 'he Opposite party be 

dispoed of first and after the same is decided, 

depending upon ,he same, this contemt a-plication 

be isted for apprOpriate orders. Though )331 notices 

were not issued to he responcents in the con' empt 

app ication, Sri Shar,,d Kumar, Dy. RecA_slzrar,Central 

.dm nistretive Tribunal filed affidavit on 13.3,97. 

In the said affidavit, it has been averred that the 

rev ew petition 119/96 filed by he respondents was 

dis tis ed on 23,2,1997 and that the petitioner was 

appointed by order dated 5,'3,1997,' 

3 	 From the facts stated above, it emerges 

tha the pet i---  loner was reinstated in service by 

order dated 5.3,'I997 after dismissal of the review 

application on 28.2..1997. The question for determina 

tio is whether the delay in reinstatment of the 

petitioner amounts to deliberate breach of the 

dir ctions % issued by this Tribunal. The learned 

cou sel for the applicant urged that the direction 

to he respondents was to reinstate the applicant 

fore h with, The import of the order with immediate 

effect 
^

-,_hat the applicant should have been re-

ins ated on the date on 1.^inich the order was passed. 

Since that was net done, or:mission on the part of 

of he espondents amounts to deliberate breach of 

th a foresaid directions, 

4, 	We he.Ve given our anxious consideration 

to he submissions made by t he learned counsel for 



— 3 — 

the a plicant 	are, however, unable to pursuade 

ou'rse ves to accept the contention. It is not in 

dispu e that the respondents had filed review a 

ion 	.119/96 or revicw of the order daJ.,cci 22.11.96. 

it is also not in dispute that the review application 

was d 4 5-05-,- V of on 23,2.1997. Though no order st:Iying 
.0)2.aaA sev. 	114,14A-' 

the e 4/P,..144.4*pe,  ou ghtt o be reviewed was passed, yet 

we or of the view th,..t the respondents were justified 

in wa•ting for the 3:esul-t: of the review application 

bef ore de cidin_ uhethertb comply 	with the direc- 

tions or not . The respondents have as is apparent from 

the m terials on record) reinstated the a Dpliccnt on 

the 	of Stenocrapher 'D' GE immediately after 

the r < cei t of the order passed in the review a °lice—

t 

5. 	 In the facts and circumstacnes of the case 

discu•sed above, we are satisfi,:d that, the r espondents 

have ompliec with the directions subst , ntially. e, 

there ore, find no merit in this application and the 

same 
	

dismissed ac rdinc,*. 

4 
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