CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL , ALLAHABAD BENGH,
CEEI

s .C.P. No. 2086 of 1993
0.4.673 of 1992) (D)

Devendra Kumar Singh S A Applicant,
Jersus
Mohd, Ezaz Ahmad T e e Respondents,
oo

Hon, Mr. S. Das Gupta, Al
Hon, Mr. T.L.Verma, J.M.

( By Hon, ir, S. Das Gupta, Member(A) )

Heard Sri Gajendra Pratap, learned counsel
for the applicant and sri N.B. Singh, learned
counsel for the respondents and also perused the

documents,

24 The direction of this Tribunal which

is stated to have been dis-obeyed by the
alleged contemner is contained in the judgment
and order dated 4,5,1993 in O.A. No, 673 of 1992,
a copy of which is ~ at Annexure-L, The relevant

direction is reproduced below;

#apccordingly, the respondents are

directed to consider the case of the
applicants in view of the above directions,
In case they are found fit after sdéreening
they may be given fresh appointment or they
may be regularised instead of giving
appointment to any other persons as the
process of advertisement and selection 1s
followed in their cases, may be by
competent or incompetent authority, against

R D

whom no action has been taken, 'ith the ahove




R

observations, the applicabion stands

disposed of,."

2 I+ would appear from the above direction
that the respondents in the original application
were obliged to consider the case of the applicant

cor fresh appointment oI reqularisation. According

to the petitioner, +his direction has not been

x|

obeved and on the other hand +he alleqed contemnerl
2 .

has given hi: a communication, a COpPY of which 1is

Annexure= A 4 in which, it has been/stated that al

the papers of this case have been forwarded

! g | R R B | ~ . . ' Lo

to the P.M.G.As—far & nO action in the matter
="

¢an be taken by the alleqed contemner s he learned

counsel for the respondents argued that there 1S

~

no violation of direction of the order of this

Tribunal in view of the fact that the papers
relating to this, ha¥talready been forwarded to
the P.M.G, for consideration and meanwhile, a
SLP has been filed before the Supreme Court
challenging the judgment dated 4.5,1993, He
has also pointed oﬁt that there has been no time
l1imit in the judgment dated 4,5.,1993 for

compliance of the direction,

b T trved Coubtmhans

4, de have carefully consiﬁeredﬁwhile we

agree with the learned counsel for the respondents
that there is no wilful or deliberate violation
of the Tribunal's order, the fact remaingf that

the direction of the Tribunal has not been

complied so far.
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contempt with
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month

subject

GCourt in S.LiB. stated

Notices already 1Ssu

/s

Member(J)

304,5.1994

with by t
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from the date of

%

0

to any order passed

;)

he pespondents

3

communication of this
by the Supreme
sve peen filed.

ed stand discharged.

Member(A)




