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C. C. A. No . 5CXJ of 1993 

IN 

O. A. No . 1407 of 1992 

Dated : 25 .1. 1995 

Hon . IAr . s. Das Gupta , A. Ill . 
Ho n . !Ar. J . S . Ohal i wal,J . tA . 

Anand Vi l as i.',angai n, son of Sri 
s ury a j\\ani .langain ' r..e side nt >f 
Vi ll ige 1\khin r3 t h , P.J..O . Ukima t h , 
District Chamoli . • ••• P ErITION ffi. . 
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( 8y f\dvoc atC' sri s . c .. f\\angain) 
\fff.S~S 

Sri : .J . Khemani , Director 
S.S . B. ~. K . Puram , New Je l hi . 

Sri Saty a1,van ::>ingh f>a ng e ty 
Inc ha r ge Aroa Organi ser , Chamoli . 

l 

3 . Sri B. C . Vohra , Ar~a Organiser 
S . S . B. Chamoli at Gop esh '" r . • • • Opp . Parti~s .. 

( By Advocate ~i Amit St'1Jleker) 
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( By l-ton . i'.r . s . Jas Gup t a , A.r·1 . ) 

-r-
!un.: for the appli c Jnt . Sri A. ~hal ek~!, ~Jho 

"" 
is repr r.::s~n tineJ the r espo:1dents in the o. ,\. !o . 

1507 of 1';92 , i s pr e sE! nt in the court . It is senn 

fr om the averments in the contempt application that 

t he same is r egarding non-compliance with the 

interim order passed~ sench of this Tribunal 
... "' 

on 16 .10 . 1992 in o .A. No . 1407 of 1992 • 

interim order t the respondents were 

the applic ant may not 

parent department, if 



-
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. . . r e_i evea. 
2 . It appears~ from the or der-shee t that on 

s .4 . 1~3 , a n or Jer was passed directing the 

r esoondents t o fil e t r.eir repl y wi thin 4 wee ks to 

.:1ab_ e t ri 2 coJrt t o decide whether the c ontempt 

pro~ e:~~ngs s hou ld be i n itiated in this case . There-
\,. "" . • • - af ~er it app ea r s th at t,Rwe~e-a~s~--~w~a~s~\~1a~vrinn~~~- -c~o~n~s+1~dered 

...... '! J jv ; s · "' :l ~a r;ic~ . Q.>n 12 . 5 . 1993 and 25 .3 . 1994, \'/hen 

~ ~e c a se wa s lis t ed bef or e Jivision sench, none Jp 
a?9.:ar~j : n beha lf Jf t he appliccn t . SiA~e more than 

one ~- e ar has elap sed since itaecause of action ha( 

arisen i n tl i s case , no procee d ing s can be initiated 

again s t tne res~ondents for contempt of c ourt . 

1 
n any c ase , vie find fr om the averments made in the 

coun~er r ep l y submi t t ed by the responjents in the 

~ . ~ . :·o . 1 4J7 of 199 2 t h· t the applicant was actua l ly 

:=e;>at" "' a"tcd o n 3 .J .9 . 199 2 whereas , t he interim order 

.a s passed on l~ . 10 . 1992 . It is well settled t hat 

·:ha "L ha s alre ady bee n done cannot be undone gy an 

i.nte!'i;nor der . In th~tviewof the matter also , it 
. 

-is cl e r t hat t here is no case of contempt of this 

c vurt by the respondents . 

2 . Th e contemp petition is , 
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