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OPEN COJRT 

CENTRAL ACMINISTRATIVE TRIBU~, . ALLAHPBAD BENQI, 

Jo\L l.AH"'8AD. 

Dated: i\l.l ahabad, the 6th day of .June, 2001. 

Coran: Hon'ble Mr. s. Da}'al, .4M 
Hon'ble Mr. Rafiq Uddin, .JM 

CIVIL lvlISC. CCNT&\iPT APPLICt-\TION NO. 87 OF 2000 

W#adhesh Kunar TiWari, 

son of Sri R~ Narain Tiwari, 

r/ o village & post Nahwai, 

District Allahabad. 

• 

• ••• JPplicant 

(By Aclvocate: Sri K.C.Sinha ) 

Versus 

Sri Sanj e ev .Ranj an, 
Senior Superintendent of P0 st Off ice, 

All ah ab ad ( U. P.). 
(By Advocat e : Sri D • .:).Shukla) Co • • • • . ntemners 

In 

ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO. 911 OF 1995 

Awadhesh Kunar Tiwari 

Un ion of India 
and othe rs. 

Versus 

ORDER 

• • • 

• • • 

-------

• • • • Petitioner 

• • • • .Respondents 

(ORAL) 

(By Hon' ble Mr- s. Dayal, JM) 

This application has be en filed. for proceeding 

against the Respondents in OA No.911 of 1995. 

2. By order in the said .OA, the Respondents 

were directed to re-exanine the matter and to make 

selection f ran anongst the candidates already 

sponsored by the Bnployment Exchange in the light 

~bs ervat ions contained . in eaz:l. ier paragraphs. 
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3. \Ve have heard Sri Ashish Srivastava and . 
Sri D.S. Shukla for the Respondents. 

4. The lea.med counsel fo r the applicant has 

stated that besides the order of the Tribunal in 

o. A. No. 911/95, the re i s an order of the High Court 

in Civil Mis c. VI rit Petition No.17822 of 2000, 

which confinned the order p9ssed by the Tribunal. 

Hence, what i s involved here is whether t he order 

of the Tribunal had b een disobeyed or not? 

5. The Respondents have stated in their counter 

reply that the Department had initiated proceedings 

for appointment ior the said post as per rules on l 

the basis of the directions given by the Tribunal 

and the High Court and after .re ce ipt of verification 

re po rt f ran civ.il authorities · and .:)enior ~upe r intendent 

of Pol ice, the applicant has been given appoin11Dent • 

The applicant i s stated to have joined the post 

and stated to be working on the sane. 

6. The order of the Tribunal is dated 3.4.2)CX> 

and the canpliance is reported in the counter .reply 

filed on 26.3. 2001. Although there was no period 

s pecified in the direction given in the O.A., a period 

of six months i s CQ1Sidered to be reasonable and 

the order has b een passed beyond this period. nius, 

there i s an el€'11lent of delay, but the sane does not 

l ead to the conclusion that the &!spondents had 

deliberately disobeyed the order of this Tribunal. 

The Contanpt Petition i s, the~efore, disnissed and 

the notices i s sued to the fespondents discharged. 
p P'-)-\ J\ A.Ant v \\ ' ~ vv--1 , \_..; .. ~ 
(RAFIQ UDDIN) ( S. DAYAL) 

JUDICIAL MlM BER MiMBER (A) 
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