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C/R Sri a, Sthelker

- Order

By Hon'ble Mp, T,L.Verma JM .

This dpplicétion has been filed for

+the alleged breach of the direction issued by
the

bench of this Tribunal in O, No.979/93

i : i
From the averments mace 1n the O A,

and other materials on record, it appeers that

immediately dftﬁt pascing of order in Os., 979/93

egpondents fileé revicw applicetion alongwith the

3y ap; (95

|
plication,on 6.;12 /1996 when this contempt

oplication came| up for hearing, Sri A Sthelker

filed power on behalf of the opposite .party and
| _

|
nformed us about the rewiew application having
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filed, After hearin# learned counsel for both

s

parties, it was ordered that the contempt matter
isted alongwith the review applicetion on
231996, On 19,12.71006 it was orcered that the

flew application fileg by the Opposite party be
josed of first |and after the same is decided,
nding upon the same, this contemt applicetion

jsted for appropriste orders. Though gg notices

not issued to the respondents in the contempt

lication, Sri Sharad Kumer, Dy, Regisbrar,Central
nistrétive Tribunal filed affidavit on 13,3.97.
y the said affidavit, it has been averred thet the

ew petition ll9/96 filed by the respondents was

nisced on: 28,2,1997 and that the petitioner was

pointed by ordel deted 53,1997/

From the facts stated above, it emerges
. the petitioner was reinstated in service by

oy dated 5.3.71007 after dismissal of the review

lication on 28,2,1997. The question for determina
n is whether tbe delay in reinstatment of the
itioner awunts to deliberate breach of the
ections § issued by this Tribunal. The learned
unsel for the a%plicant urged that the direction
Lthe reSpondentF was to reinstate the applicant
th with, The i%port of the order with immedicte
eé?iithat the Bpplicant should have been re-
tated on the dete on which the order was passeds
ce that was not done, ommission on the part of
the espondents amounts to deliberate breach of

a foresaid dinections,

We have given our anxious consideration

*he submissions made by the learned counsel for




the &pplicant' 2 are, however, unable to pursuade
ourselves to accept‘the gontention. It is not in
disputie that the responcdents had filed review applica=
tion |no,119/96 for |review of the order datled 22,111,906,

It is |also not in dispute that the review application

was disposegd « 9.2.1997. Though no order staying

of. on g
2l o ¢ e sutir
t he é%;ez%Zannso *to be reviewed was passed, yet

\
we are of the view that the respondents wepe justified

in waiting for. the #esulﬁ of the review application
before decidinc *whéthe:ﬂ% comply . nc with the direc~
tions |or not, The r%Spondents have, as is apparent from
the materials on re¢ord) reinstated the applicant on
the post of Stenographer 'D' @& immedietely after

the receirt of the order passed in the review applica-

In the fects and ciramstacnes of the case
discugsed above, we are satisfied that the r espondents
have ¢omplied with the directions substemtially. Ve,

therefore, find no merit in this applicetion and the

l g

same is dismissed LCC"rdinglj.
I-.v"-.ember (J)

Mem er ( )




