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Allahabad this the 24th day of May 2000.

Gontempt Application No. 08 of 2C00:

Hon'ble Mrs; S K.I - Nagvi, JHdicial Member

Hon'ble Mr. M.P. §ingh, Administrative Member

vi jay kumar, $/c Late shri Bulaki Lal,

r/o0 367 , Mchatsimganj, Al1lahabad .
e » c00 80 08 .Applicant

c/» shri“R. Verma Advocate
Versus

Ccl « R Badrinarayan, Ccmmanéant,
central Ordance Depot, Chheoki,

Naini, Allahabad-.
A . es.0e.CONtemner
> ,

IN

Vijay Kumar ’ ..-...Petitiocner

Versus

1. Union of India through the Secretary,

Ministry of Defence, New Delhi .
2. The Conmandant , Central Ordance Depot ,

Chheoki, Naini, Allahabad.

o e 8 0 e e o oResandentS

Cc/R Shri 8 «€ . Tripathi Advccate .
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(oprosite party)mantions that this order has been passed

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

Ll

ORDER

= =t

By Hon'ble Mr. S.K.I. Nagvi, JM-.

1. This contempt petition has beén filed for
5 ‘
non compliance of court order dated 16 .9 .99 in

original application no. 231/98 in wﬁich the responcents
|

were directed to resettle the claim of the applicante’
1 =

keeping in view the submission made in Annexure-g8
|

and Annexure-10 to the original application. The

opposite partje:c has filed CA 1 alonqwith the reply which

is the prder passed a]legedly in ccmﬁliance of court'
: 1

directions as referred above .

2. We find this order lacks specific mention of

annexure A-8 to 2-10 to the commécted original

S
- : - Céwgﬁéuf
application and the finding of the (1

officer their on-

3. The learned counsel for the respondents
. . 1 feerit g
in canpliance with court order in its &detaited
spirit and the mention of order is sufficient
specifying the reference to referred anneExwres
Z O T yCe
i+.e. annexure A-8 and A-10. We do not . i with

this submission. This order cught tc have

—A
specifically menticn the facts as given in annexure

there on if the same was nct fchd acceptable -
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4. The next submissieén of learrned caunsel
for the opposite party(respondent) for another
cpportunity to pass detailed order bears same force,éwﬁ
wecede  Sh
We could notc@eceed to but in view of subsequently
filed original application no. 350/2000 for same
cause of action and therefore this controversy again
g :
becares subjudice and im further finding may prejudice-
the pending original application. Thereforg #this
contempt proceedings is dropped with no order’
35Scees
as to costs. Issue Motices to the opposite partty =

are discharged.
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