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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
LUCKNOW BENCH, LUCKNOW

CCP No. 2/2013 in Original Application No. 331/2011

This, the 16‘  ̂day of July 2013

HON’BLE SRI P.O. LAKHA. MEMBER (A)
HON’BLE SRI NAVNEET KUMAR. MEMBER U )

Vineet Kumar aged about 34 years, son of Vijay Pal Singh resident 
of 741, Civil Lines, Unnao

Applicant.
By Advocate; None

. Versus

Ranjit Sinha, Director, Central Bureau of Investigation, Govt, of 
India, VII Floor,CGO Complex, Lodhi Road, New Delh i-110003.

Respondents.

By Advocate; Sri S,P.Singh

ORDER (Dictated in open court)

By Hon’ble Sri P.O. Lakha. Member (A)

This contempt petition is preferred against the alleged non- 

compliance of order dated 12*'̂  September,. 2012 in O.A, 

N o.331/2011. The operative part of the order is as under:-

“1B. In the conspectus o f the discussion made 

hereinabove and having regard to the preposition o f law  

la id  down by the H on’ble Apex Court in the aforesaid  

judgm ents, this O.A. is partly allowed. The im pugned  

order dated 17.6.2011 cancelling the candidature o f the 

applicant (Roll No. 0901040793-OBC) is hereby quashed. 

The other order which has been im pugned dated  

12.5.2011 is in fact an inform ation furnished under Right 

to Inform ation Act and as such in respect o f it neither 

any order can be passed nor it is required to be passed. 

In the follow up action, the opposite parties are directed  

to appoint the applicant on the. post in question in 

pursuance o f his selection, expeditiously. No order as to 

costs. "
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2. N otice  was issued. The counse l fo r responden t has

draw n ou r a tten tion  to the co m p lia n ce  a ffid a v it and 

su p p le m e n ta ry  com p liance  a ffid a v it file d  respec tive ly  on 

29.5.2013 and 9.7.2013.

3. The learned counse l fo r the p e tit io n e r is not present

today . S ince the m atte r o f con tem p t is betw een the cou rt and 

co n tem nor, we take up th is  m atte r fo r co n s id e ra tio n  and 

d isp o sa l.

4. W e have perused the o rde r o f the T ribuna l and

co m p lia n ce  a ffidav it. The responden t counse l has also 

su b m itte d  tha t app lica n t has been app o in te d  on the post o f 

APP and he jo ined  the duty. A cc o rd in g ly , we find  tha t the 

co n te m p t pe tition  does not su rv ive  and the  same is d ism issed  

hav ing  been com plied  w ith . N otice  s tands  d ischarged .

(NAVNEET KUMAR) (D.C. LAKHA)
Mem ber (J) Mem ber (A)


