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o In the Central Administrative Tribunal

Calcutta Bench
- - ,
CPC Ne,.l3l ef 1967
(oA N9.225 of 1996)
1 ,

Present ¢ Hen'ble Mr, S, Dasgupta, Member (A)
Hen'ble Mr, DY, Purkayasstha, Member(J)

Bimal Chandra Das vses Applicant
Vs,

1) Sri S, Ramanathan,General M- nager,
S.E. Mailway, Garden Reach, Calcuttaa

2) Sri V.K. Sahayy Djvisienal Rallway
Manager, S,E, Railway,,Adra Divisien,
Dist: Puru11a, West Bengali,

3) Sri K,P. Rey, Divisional Personnel

OfflCer S:.E. Railway, Adra Divisien,
Purulla (West Benga13

+s+s Respendents

Fer the Applicant ¢ Mr. K.,C. Sgha, 1d, Ceunsel

Fer the Respendents: Mr. S, Cheudhury, Ld, Ceunsel

i
<-

Heard on : 4-8-98 | - Date of Judgement : 4-8-98

ORDER

Heard Lé. Ceunsels fer both the parties, The centempt
applicatien arises eut ef erder dated 3,4,97 by which QA 225 ef 95
&
was d ispesed of with directien to the respendents. The epgrative

&

part ef the erdery -is as fellews :

"In view of the aforesaid circumstances I find that it is
a fit case to direct respondent Ne,2, the Divisienal Railway Manager,

st, Rgilway, P,0. Adra, Dist: Purdlia to dispese of this applicatien

treating the same as a representatien ef the aprlicant with a speaking

erder within three menths frem the dagte ef submissien ef rj resenta-
tien by the applicant te respendent NO.2. The applicant is| alse

directed t ¢ file representatien as erdered i.e. the cepy ef this
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applicaten aleng with annexures te respendent Ne.2 within three weeks
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frem te-day and on receipt ef the reprpsentatiion the respondent Ne.2

shall dispese ef the same with a reasoned erder within threefmenths,
a9 mentioned abeve, If the applicant still remains aggrieved, he will
be at liberty te appreach this Tribunal again., Accerdingly,! the

application is disposed of witheut passing any erder as te cpsts“g

2% The centempt apﬁ}icatisn was filed alleging that t?e respon-
dents have not cemplied with the aferesaid directien ef the|Tribunal,
The respeondents have filed reply in which théy have stated %hatAan
earlijer spegking uréer was passed by the alleged centemner Ne.3 dated
8.9.97 cepy of which is annexed gas Aﬁnexure R~II te the rep%y and sub-
sequent speaking erder was passed by alleged centemner Ne,2!dated 5th/
8th June, 1998 cepy of which is annexed as Annexure R-I te the reply.

3. §H£~ We have heard the submissiocns ef beth the 1:z.art:’ues.H We find
th

that,the erder datee 5th/8th June'98 has been passed, the drder of

Tribunal has been éubstantially complied with. Ne deubt, %here has
been csnsidepable delay in cemplaying with the drder, but &e are of the
view that there has been ne deliberate attempt te delay ongthe part ef
the respendents in cemplying with the erders. We, theref@%e, see no

reasen te proceed with the case;, The application stends ?isPesed of

accerdingly, ﬁ
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( D, Purkayaétha ) ( S. Dasgupta|)

Member (J) Member (A)




