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(Sti M.M, sahai, Advoc 5 te)

* s s Applicaﬂt
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le Union of india thrJUgh the
GeNergl .f'.’iaf‘lis;lgna'er:II
Sri S.N, Pand ey N.E.al lway,
GOrakhpur,

. 2. omt, gneh Bljalani, My,
he Finagngial Advisor and Chi ef Accounts Uffi cer:

N,E,Rai .}.Way : Gorakhpllr.

3.  Sri Ram Le€o, Chief Fergonne] Ufflcer,

N, E,Rai lway, GOrakhpyr,

4, Sri N,p, Srivastaua,
Geheral Mangj er, _
Rallway Elec rlficagti on,
Allahabad,

(ST A, vV, Sl‘i'.rastav.a, Advocate)
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By Hontple Mr, s, Layal, A.M,

Thig contempt petition has been fileq fop the

allege':l wilful disﬂbEdi ence of the directicn giveﬂ

in the orger gateqy 24-10-1997 in U, 4, Ne,546 of 1994,

2. lhe directiong were given to the applicant to
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interest unjer the instant rules and also as provided in the
letter yated 8-7-1997. The applicant was also held entitled
\ to pe treated zs Pengion Uptee amd to pe gllowed pensaon
‘4;--.‘ as per extant rules glongwith interest g 12%. The
( applicant has claimed that he was sent a consolidated cheque '_
dated 3-8-1992 for an amount of 1s.2,54,609/~ and no

details of agmount have been furnished to hipm,

3. The Opp, Parties have filed counter reply to which
learned counsel for the gpplicant takes Objection ag the
same was NOlfiled by the Contemner in this case but the
(®Bneral Manager N.E.R/P.A. Gorakhpur, C.P.U, @rakhpgur and
General Manager Allahabad, The contentio Of the learneg
cOounsgel for the applicgnt that the Upp. Farties did not
file the counter affidavit, does not appear to have peen

% correct gs one of the r esponjens has filed counder reply

an.j has stated that he ig filing it on pehalf of Yop., Partie
no,), 2 and 3, Leagrned counsel for the applicant now

seeks time to file rejander affidavdt on the gr oung L-hat.

he was not given any time earlier © file the same put we
find that each time lesrney COufigel for the % ;L;S
allowed more time to file the GA’ 'i‘ﬁe learned counsel for

the applicant was also given specific time to file Rap

which has notpeen 4one sO far,

4, we find fram the AlNexure-CA-2 dated 7-7-1999 that
0} Atpre—t

The getalls of sta'tanentAduE to the applicant have peen

A ald afler Taking the amount o acc ount of ponus angd
surchargeJﬂs. 280959/~ was pald by Cheque No,37406) dateq
6_7..1999, Ihe qetasils of amounuueland TecoOvery 1O he made
fran the zpplicant sre conmtgined in thisg letter,

5 At thig stage leagrnel counsel for the applicant agaln
ralses the iggue of filing g rejainger affi favit on Lhe
ground that counter affldavit has been filey later alcngwi th

a MA tor delay condonation, which has not peen allowed,

Q/ane we have started dictgtimg order, the applicati on
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Sy There ig no elementof del gy in passing the orger

®
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Lo. {f_, t\n.n.-{: L&ﬂp-.
should h&aﬁfbaﬁﬂhdeemEd tqdhE‘allDwed. If the

learned counsel for the applicant wanteg to bring
it to our notj ce, he should hjye brought it pefore

we stigrteqd dictating Orgers,

Of paymen®, Learneg c9unsel for the ugp, Parties

has broughtrto our agttention ANN€xyre_| of the
counlter affigavit dated 7-6-1999 in which the Rallway
BOard as a special Case has deciged Chat arrears of
pFension due to sri B. P, Tewari will pe workedq oyt
after dequcting the amount due to him and the bal ance

amount should be paid to Nim as arrears of pen si on

which was not in accordance with the NCrmal rules of

the proc:edure, we acbe;,t the explanagti on Cffered for
delay,

0, Wwe find that there is no deliperagte disobedience
Oof The order ang dismiss the contempt petition gng

di scharge the noti ceg ilssueq to the VLp. Farties,

T
Member (J) Memc¥r (4)
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