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1. hoop Chandra Las, ‘Chaukidarﬁ-cwn-Peon-cmn-Safaiwalaf» ol

s/ o Sukai Das Chamar, Ex.PRO Office, M of D, 2 H.A’.‘.
Lines, Cantt., Allahabad....

L ]

LR Appl_ican‘t'
Counsel. for applicant : Sri Ashok Kumar, ' et

Versus e
1., Union of India thraug-i:z secretary of D, New iie;lh-i‘..i'_
-2.. Director General, Public lielatPons, Ministry of nggﬁeﬂ

"New UJelhi.

- 3. Sqn. Ldr. #.K. 3ingh, Public nelation Ufficer, Ministry
of Defence, 2 H.A, Lines, New Cantt,, iﬂ:lahébad.
=4, G.0.C., M.P.B. & O Ared; th.rough I-'iq. All ahabad, oub- 1
Area, r"xili:':habad. | |
5.'..':iri 3.0, Bagla, I.A.3., éommissioner, schedul ed TCaSte/
Scheduled fribe Commission, U.P.,' Luckno'-:-.r-.
E .....‘nespondents.

Counsel for respondents : 3ri Manoj Kumar, 1
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This c:ontempt _pe:tition has been filed for will ful
disobedience of order dated 22.12.2000 in O, 4. No.l436/00. |
The relevant part of the order reads as follows i=

"As the.impugned order has been challenged on the ground
of malafide. Therefore, I do not find it a fit matter 1o
pass any order without hearing the other party. The
applicant has also grievance that he has not been paid
. the amount, to which he ought to have been on hiS transfer
for that the respondenits are directed to examine and
énsure due payments within 3 deys of communication oL
this order. ' : : , p
: The pendency, of this CU.A. Shall not be impediment
for taking any decision on allegedly pending representation
of the applicant ageinst the impugned-trensfer order.®  «
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2 . We find from the counter filed 'b'f?""t
“in this contempt petit:'_on that the reSPOndﬁmfs
make due payments to the spplicant earlier, but-h ,
| refusal, made theé paymen‘c on 17.4.01 and the apm{f?
5igned the supplimemtary bill at the time of hearing 6

| this contempt petition on the same date. Thus,-the
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main issue foxr which the cnntanpt petition is-moved, has

e

been resolved. ‘Na del iberate dlsﬂbedlence can be .a—tt:r._'.j_.bu._- .

ted totthe rESﬁondents.

’

3.1‘ As regards, itnhe issue of dlspuﬁal of I‘epre-é,enta_
tion raised in the ccntempt pe't:r.tmn,. the issue cannot h;‘
made- the ba51s for moving contempt petition because there \
was nD directlon of the tribunal t‘ox disposal of the i
representatmn. There was only observatmn that the
pendency of the C.4. shall not be an mpedlment for

cons idering the pendlﬂg representation of the appllcan£ '
against 'thé impugned trensier order. We, thus, find that
no case for contempt SUrvives against the rei‘wpt_:ndent's.,
The contempt petition 1s, therefore,' dropped -and the
notices issued are dischamed. The G.A. May be placed

"before a single bench for dlbposal on 12:2.2000. A copy

of this oxder shall be;abm in thLA-U.A. also.

» There Shall be no order as to costs.
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