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R.N, Maihotra (4R) 

For the Applicant 	: Mr. B.C. Sinha, &cte 
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ORD ER 

B .S . G • DAT TATREYULU JM 

Heard Ld. Mvocatesfer the applicant as well as for the 

respon&ents. - This contempt petition has been filed by the appli—

cant stating that the respondents have wlfu1ly and àeliberately 

violated the order passed by this Tribunl on 2207-1998 with a 

direction to the respQnderk authørjties Jot to give any effect to 

the order passed by the disciplinary authrity until the appeal, 

preferred by the applicant, is óispose of in accordance with the 

rules and the order is communicated t0 th applicant. Ld. Advocate 

for the applicant submits that the respoents in complete violation 

and disobedience of the order of the Hen'ble Tribunal have fully 

and cpletely given effect to the order 

IL 

ssed bythe Disciplinary 

Authrity. As a result the applicant has uffered irreparable loss 

and injury. So, respondents shculd be giv n punishmentfcc being 

guilty of coiternpt of Court. 
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2. 	1.cl. Advocate for the reSporentS submits that in com- 

pliance with the order passed by the Hon'ble Tribunal dated 

22.7.1998 the impugned order dcted 16.5,1996 has been withdrawn 

and comrrunicated the same tothe applicant vide letter dated 

25.2.1999. It hs been stated by the, respon€lents that as per 

dir:ction of the Tribunal the appeal preferred by the applicant 

on 10.8.94 has been duly considered. b.ythe respondents. The facts 

r?rmin is that as the present case h d arisen out of the vigilance 

investigation, so it took some time to dispose of the appeal. in 

consulation with the vigilance hranc. Hence, some procedural 

delay took place in processing the c'se. There was no iota of 

intention by the respondents for ncnLcompliance of the said order 

.f the Hon'ble Tribunal. Rather, in honouririg the order of the 

Hon'ble Tribunal, the respondents ha, e disposed of the appeal of 

the applicant which consumed some tithe. So, the allegations 

brought by the applicant are baselesP and not tenable. 

3. 	We have considered the surnissins of Ld. Aóvocates of 

both the parties. .ie are of the corihidered view that there was 

no wilful vIolation of contempt of 	urt's order on the part of 
: 
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the respondents. Hence, 'there is noreason to initiate any 

contempt proceedings. Accordingly, he present application is 

rejected. 

B.P. Singh ) 
Memher(A) 

D.V.R.S.G. Dattatreyulu ) 
Member(J) 
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