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CENTBALAHMINI..)1RATIVE lliIBUNAL

f\LLAEABfP BJ.;f'CH
ALLAHABAD

Contempt l?etition No. sa, _of ..b2.2.Q

Oriqinal Application i'Jo.8.§J, oLl.2~

Allahabad this the 31st day of March,_ 1999

Hon'ble Mr. S. Dayal, Member ( A )
Hon'ble ,\1r • .';;.L. Jain. Member' (J )

1. Jagat Lal , ::ion of ;;)ri .:;)uraj Deen,

2. Ram Ki shun, c on of Shr i Put tan,

3. Mata Deen son of .;;;hri hamai, all resi dent of

village Pans our , P.O. Loki pur , District Allahabad •

.Reti tioner sl
Appli cants

By Advooate .::Jhri ~ukh Deo

Ve~'sus

1. ~hri .::Jajjiva Rai, D.~.c. (C) Office of 0.R. M.
Northern f\ailway, Newab Yusuf Ivo ad , P • .::i. Civil
Lines, All ah abad.

2. ';;;hri A.K •.:;)rivastava, D.S.E.!II) Office of D.h.M.
Northern hailway, P.~. Civil Lines, Allahabad.

Contemner s/ 6pp. Parti es.

o R D E R ( Or al )

o ~a.l..:l~H:.;;.o.:..;nI bl e IvAr. ~. JJ aval. Member ( A)

~ This contempt peti tion has been filed by
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the learned counsel for the applicant for punishing

the oppoeite parties for committing wilful contempt

of the order s of the Iri bunal in o..I-\.No. 863 of 1993,

by not complying with the order within 3 month, by not

granting temporary status to the applicants and by not

J!: e- engaging them alt hough their junior shave bee n worki n9

cind wele reg ularised.

The arg un ent s of ..Jri .::.IukhDeo, 1earned counsel

for the applicant and :Jri A.K. Gaur, learned counsel for

the respondents, have been heard.

3 • Learned coun se I f or the appli cant mentioned

that he had given the (I ames of th e j uni or s of the appli-

cant who were re-engaged as one .::.Iri Hari Raj and one

~i Kripakar Mishra. Learned counsel for the opposite

parties has stated that no junior s to the applicant had

be en re-engaged. He has further mentioned that mere

st at Lrq the names of two per::;,ons without givinld full

particular-es does not enable the opposite parties to

make full verification and that the statement given in

the counter-affidavit regarding non-engagement of the

juniors.,. is therefore, correct.

4. Anot her act of contempt alleged on the part

of the opposite parties is non-furnishing of any reply

to the applicant in response to the directions given by

the Tribunal. The opposite parties have annexed a letter

dated 05.7.96, written by ~enior wivisional Engineer to

Assistant Engineer, rIllahabad in which certain facts

/have been mentioned but no reply appears to have been

~ given to the applicants. It Ls also not known as to I
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how the appli cants were associated with ver i fi ca t.Lcn

of their period of work, Und-eIc:these cir cumst ancas ,

we cbose this case for contempt and discharge the

notices issued to the respondents but direct the

opposite parties to give a reply to the applicants

in detail as far as the directions of the Tribunal-s

were concerned,on the app.l i can t s furnishing particulars

about their j uni.or s and particulars about the f':)eriod

worked.

~'b-' I
Member ( J )

k
Member ( A )

/M.M./


