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for the rsspondent . Shri D.C. Saxena stated that

'leaﬂned counsel fortified in his submission by the
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i Hon, Mc. $. Dayal, Member(A)

When the case was called out no one
resp&ﬂﬂed on behalf of the applicant, We have

hearé shri DC. Saiena, le arned counsel appearing

the order passed in O.A. 923/93 was exparte and
behibd the back of| the respondents. The O,A was
allo@ed with a direction to the Appellate Authority

to d?cide the appeal within two months.
 The learned counsel for the respondents on the
basis of a decision of the P.B reported in(1993)
29 A.T.C_825 L%kh' Ram Vs, Union of Mmdaa and
Ors hrges that we [may suomoto review the order
passgd in O.A. 923/93, Since the said O.A was

allowed without issuing notice ‘to the respondents

and |a direction wgs given for compliance, The
afoqesala de0151oq, we accordingly exerc1s§hg SUO-~
mota power to revﬂew the order dated 22.2.94 passed
in 0.A 923/93 by D.B consisting of Mr. R.K. Verma
the‘then V.C and Miss, Usha Sen, A.M. As was held
by a Division Bench of the P.E in the said decision
order without giving opprtunities to the pﬁitles
| _

of being heard. This is the cordial principle

that the Tribunallought not to render any final
! #

which the Tribunal should not violate. We, however

maké it clear tha sincg,as'indicated in the

couﬁter affidavit|filed on behalf of Pradeep Kumar

resﬁondeht no.2,the Appellate Authority hes already
| - it
| ,
| Qe
|



| passed an order on $C.ll.§4 and pursuant to
the said order the #mount bf recovery against
the applicant has b%en redbced from fs.2040/~ 3m
and the balance haé%been remitted 4o the appli
cant through the po%tal orfier xRE an various
dates., We consider it necessary to alsé
observe that the re&all of the judgment
rendered in O,A. 923/93 will not effect the
order passed by thejAppellate Authority dated
30, 11.94, |

In view of the above, the contempt
petition is dismisséd. The notices issued to

the respondents are discharced.
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