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Reserved 

C6\JT~ ADMJNISTRATI~ TFUBUNAL 
ALLAHABAD BEN01 

ALL.AHAAAP,; 

~il Qontetml21 _&)plication rio..a.. ~ .2i 1996 
In 

Ur J.ginal AQpli cation No. 59 1 of 1996 

• 

Hon' ble Dr. F. K. Saxena, Judi clal Member 
Hon'ble Mr. D. S. Baweja. Admn. Memher 

Lalsa Prasad Lal ~o Sri .kam Jta-tan Lal aged about 
60 years, !Yo 8/3/335/I , S1ivala, Varanasi. 

Applicant 

By Advocate Sri Sanj ay Kumar O.m_ 

Versus 

1. Sri L. B. R:li S/o not Known , Senior Divisional 
fersonnel Office r , N. E. Railway,Varanasi . 

2. Sri N. P . Pand~y, ~o not kno'Ml , working as 
Senior Divisional Accounts Officer, N. E. Railway, 
Varana si . 

Opp. Parties 

By .Lldyocate Sri O.v. ;;?ax en_g_ 

ByHon'blepr , R.K. Saxena . JeM• 

This oontempt petition has been . filed by 

the applican~- Lalsa Prasad Lal with the prayer that 

the op posite parties be punished for contempt of the 

Tribunal because they failed to comply with the dire­

ctions given by the Tribunal in the O. A. no.591 of 

1996 Lalsa Prasad Lal Vs. lJnmon of India and Others d~~ ~ 
on 27.5. 1996. 

2. It appears that this applicant had filed 

an O. A. in which an interi order was passed on 
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27. 5.1996 in which the directions were g iven that 

the -~pens--ion for the month of May , 1996 would 

be released. It further a ppears that the orders for 

release of -- ~ensioo-~ in subsequent months were 

also passed . The case of the applicant is that this 

compliance h as not been done , t"f1erefore, cont empt was 

commttted . 

2. The opposite parties filed ~ounter-~ffi9avit 

in which it was aver red that the compliance of the 

directions given by the Tribunal was done . The 

opposite party no.l stated in para 14 of the counter 

reply that a s soon as the matter was brought t o his 

knowl edge, steps were taken and the instructions were 

issued t.o stop the recovery and also to refund the 

payment. The <tD py of the said letter annexure C. A.- 1 

has also been filed • 

3. The opposite party no.2 al so fi l ed t h e 

counter-affidavit in which it was averred that the 

deduct ion of pen sion was stopped and the deducted 

amount was ordered to be refunded . The applicant 

dia not file any rejoinder to con~rovert th e facts 

as were yiven in the oounter-affidavit . 

4 . We have heard the learned counsel for the 

applicant- Sri Sanj ay Kumar and Sri D• c. Saxena,. Counsel 

for the oppo site parties. 

5. The applicant has come with the prayer that 

the opppsite parties be punished because th e compliance 
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of the order dated 27/5/ 1996 has not been done. 

It has been demied b y the opposite parties. The 

denial has been brought on r e cord through counter-

affidavits. In support of the av erments mad e in 

the counter-affidavits, th e co pies of the orders 

passed, have been brought on record. Thus, it is 

clear that the compliance of the order was mad e and 

th ere was no ground to presume non-compliance of the 

ai rect i ons. Thus, no case of contempt is made out. 

The contempt pro ce e.clings are dDopped and the notices 

discharged . 

Member (J) 

jM.M.f 
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