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~direction to the respendent autherities n

"preferred by the appliCant, is dispesed e:

and injury.
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“"Hon'ble Mr. B.P. Singh, Acdministretive Member

Ashek Kumar Reycheudhury

- VS -

R.N, Malhotra (SkR)

For the Applicant

Fer the Respondents : Mr, C, S amaddar,

Heard on : 21~07-2000
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-

- DV.R.S.G. DATTATREYULU, JM

Heard ld.vAdﬁocatesfer the app
respondents, " This contempt petitioen has
cant stating that the respondents have wj

vielated the erder passed by this Tribund

the order passed by the disciplinary auth

Date ¢f Order

Tribunal

Hen'ble Mr. D.V.R.S.G. Dattjotreyulu, Judicial Member
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Advecate
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licant as well as for the

been filed by the appli-

1fully and deliberately

1 on 22.07-1998 with 2
ot to give any effect to
rity until the appeal,

f in accerdance with the

rules and the order is communiczted to the applicant. 148, Advocate

for the applicant ~ submits that the respondents in cemplete vioslation

and disebedience of the erder ef the Hen'k
and éompletely given effect to the order g
Autherity. As a result the epplicent has

So, respondents shculd be giv

guilty of centempt of Ceurt,

le Tribunel have fully
essed byt he Disciplinary
suffered irreparable loss

en punishment far being
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2. 1d. Advocate for the respondents submits thet in cem-

plignce with the order passed by the

Hon'ble Tribunal dated

|
22,7.1998 the impugned order dcted 16.5.1996 has been withdrawn

and comrunicated the same tothe appl%mant vide letter cated

25.2.1999.
dircction eof the Tribunal the apreal

It hes been stated by the respendents that as per

preferred by the applicent

on 10.8.94 has been duly considered byt he respondents. The facts

remain is that as the present case hgd arisen out of the vigilance

jnvestigation, se it teok seme time

consulation with the vigilance branch.

delay teck rlace in processing the chse.

{c>diSpose of the appeal. in

Hence, some procecural
i

There was no iota of

jntention by the respondents for non:compliance of the said order

of the Hon'®le Tribunel.

Rather, in|honouring the order of the

Hon'ble Tribunal, the respandents have dispesed of the appeal of

the aspplicant which consumed some time.

So, the allegations

breught by the applicant are baseless anc not teneble.

3. We have censidered the submissi:zns of Ld. Advocztes of

both the parties.

+J& are of the con

5sjdered view that there was

no wilful violation of contempt of unrt's order on the part of
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the respondents. Hence, there is nolreason to initiste any

contempt proceedings. ’Accordingly,

re jected.
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the present applicstion is

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




