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£~.!f!'EAL ~DMINIS!_EATIVE TRIBUNAL ~LL~hA~~D BENC~ 

~LLA~~AD 

Allahabad this the 24th day of _§:12000. 

Hon'ble Mr, S·K·I • Naqvi, JUdicial Member 

Vi jay I<Umar, s/o Late shri s»i aki Lal, 

p/ o 367 , . Mohatsimg anj, Al 1 ahabad • 

• · • • • • • • • ·~PPlicant 

cl A Shri:"~ • venna ~dvocatc, 

versus 

- 
col • F. Badrinarayan, canmandant, 

central o rd ance oepot, Chheoki, 

Naini, Allahabad• 
• • • • .- • . -cont em ne r 

0 ~\. • • 

IN 

No• 231 of 1998 

Vi jay KU mar ••..••• Petitioner 

versus 

1. Union of India through the secretary, 

Ministry 6£ Defence, New De hi• 
• 

2. The Canmandant, central Ordance Depot, 

Chheoki, Nairn., Allahabad• 

••••••• •Pespcndents 

c/R shri s .c • Tripathi ~dvcx:ate • / 
, ~ '\J-.,L.,... 
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ORDE'P --- 

1. This contempt petition has been filed for 

non ccmpliance of c or r t order dated ·16 .9 ~99 in 

original application no· 231198 in wtich .the re s pondent s 

were directed to resett 1e the cl aim jf the appj Lcent > • 

keeping in view the submission made ~ n Annexure-8 

and A.nnexure-10 to the original applJcation. The 

opPosite part)ies has. filed CA 1 alo~with the reply which 

is the prder passed aJlegedly in canJ1iance of court 

directi ans as referred above• 

2. We find this order lacks s~cific mention of 

anrexure A-8 to ~-10 to the ccmmected ori·ginal 
«: 

~-kbl 
application and the finding cf the cCtllpetiiancef.........- 

officer their on. 

3. The learned counsel for the respondents 

(oppos t te party) manti ens the-it this order has been passed 
4~~ <t_ 

in canpliance with court order in its e-etoiled 

spirit and the mention of order is sufficient 

specifying the reference to refer red annexnres 

i .e . annexure A-8 and ,--10 • 
~.,.--ee 

We do not ,~ with 

this submissi co• This order rught to have 
-u 

specifically m~nticnLthe facts as given in annexu re 

A-8 and A-10 and their must have been the finding 

there on if the same was net found 2cceptable · 
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4 • The next subrru s s I en of learned c co nee t 

fer the opposite party (.rEspondentl for a not her 

cppor tu nity to pass detailed order bears same force Jb,,J/" 
e<.c..c.1~ .. d,e, 12.,& T 

We could notr_twxe~ to~t in iew of subsequently 

filed original application no. 350/2000 for same 

cause of action and therefore this controversy again 

b b · a · ~ ~rv} £ th f · a · · · a · e c ore s su JU ice enc ..1--fl u r er in ng may pre Ju lee· 

the p: ndi ng origina 1 application· Therefor~. tt:.lffi-s 

contem t proceedings ~s dr oppsd with no order' 
t}JSv-~ 

as to costs • r..s-stre ,Notices to the opposite partty .... 

are discharged• 

Member-J 

/n •S ./ 


