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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVA TRIBUNAL
I

LUCKNOW BENCH 

LUCKNOW

C .C .P .N o . 34 /92

S .K . Verma Applicant

versus

Sri Mahesh Prasad, Secretary,

(I& B ) , New Delhi and another

In

O .A . No. 126 /92

S .K . Verma Applicant
■I I

versus

Union of India & others Respondents.

HON. MR. S .N . PRASAD,JUDICIAL MEMBER.
i

HON. MR. V .K . SETH, ADMN. MEMBER.

(Hon. Mr. S .N . Prasad, Judie ial Member.)

Shri A .K . Shukla, learned counsel for the 

applicant is present . This Contempt Petition  No. 34 /92

has been filed  for taking punitiveinO .A . No. -2

action against the respondents for nor^compliance of the 

directions contained in judgment and order dated 1 6 .3 .9 2  

passed in O .A . No. 126 of 1 9 9 2 .The learned counsel for 

the applicant has not pressed this contempt petition  at 

this stage, as is obvious fromthe ¡perusal of endorsement 

appearing on the back of the Contempt Petition  No. 

3 4 /9 2 . In view of the above, the contempt petition  No. 

34/92  stands dismissed as not pressed. Notices issued to. 

the respondents, i f  any shall starid discharge^ .

ADMN. MEMBER

LUCKNOW: Dated: 1 9 .1 1 .9 3

Shakeel/

JUDICIAL MEMBER.
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ssFo.j T.S Hu. »3LE c:z TRAx. .*j..ií:ií;TH;-Tr.‘3 :miB'^::al,
r -  ¡ v n  í  • T

c  • c   ̂ p . ^  V 3  M \
i‘. .p .::o . of 1992

S.K.V¿dü-.A

Iri;re;

G .A ..:o .120 o_ 1992
ac. ¡T-! Adrr.irút̂ ítfvr '

' ,'r.ic t1 -i ‘ "' O

n«puty

. . .  ¿pplicsp.t

versMs

1 . liri .v&hesa r'ra£<-a , 3ecret£.y,

(Io:I3), Kew Del;ii.

2 . £xi i>hashi Kant Kapoor , director

General , DOüruars-*a:., wí;r.QÍ KO'ise, 

ñaw Delhi.

^ » • • •  . • • 4,1 S SpOriQ 6Jiti s •

¿í^x^LIGATIua 0  /;. 17 ur' T;I^ G1í:..Tí.AL AJ.-L.IST^ATIV2 
ThIjJT.nv.a AOr, i-985 FJi. \lli.b7^ 3o ...IT L ,G  

0^ GG^ThT 31 IG..ORI..J 'J.L. üKD::.. JATZD. K . 3 . 9 2 .

Tne ap_.jlica:,t, above r.a:..ea respectrulx: 

íwst̂ s-'to S ta te :-

1. Tiiat i 6.3«1992. tiie Hor ’̂ bie Triuanai

VíoS ¿j-i-ScseQ tio cUbpose Oj. ¿.ití op^'üCciji.oi* vío-tn a

specii'ic direction tnac tiiC x u p r O i  t.ie 

applicar.t shall ue decideú oy x,..e resporiae:.ts i'i 

Z.iQ Cite O- the racoi^.t oí* tue copy o_ t.ie c .c e i .
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is unabie tío move to even at Oiiciiai ab hit: sa±&^y 

víithoaL any Is^vful exc-ise hó- oeet -írátaheld w .e .r .  

i<’eb,i9yi to til^ 13-1 *1992 orí 13*1.1992 ae was 

relievea iroa Lucknov. jjoc-ru£is-i£a to .jilchar víhicn 

aes oeen aone viit.i ;.ial&i'iae inter.tion £i\d (^ricio-  

utly .

7 , Tnat Tilie applicai.tic, well- wishers reiative

A"
and í’iier.ds iiave stopped supporT; to the

applicart aiid the i'tiaixy o* the applicant is at 

V'er¿¿e qí StarVc.tioi. a;iu ün víar*v i.eces&ary expens­

es ai.d üt'iüy üi children oi tne appiicarw axe ueing 

heevily rlYected and i., ausence School fees 

^  theii ñames víill struck oi J:ror.. t-:c School Hegi-

ster.

S* That tne ca-’se ô ' action accraed on 29.»_ 4 lo-

the tii.;e limit prese lioeu d é S L t i^  by /M-

represent-arions has coae te an end.

9» That ander tiie circu:üstanees it is desire-

abxe that tue Hon'bie Tiiounal be pleaseü to puni&h

■Ĝie op^josice paxtieb i'oi víí^í 'iI  aisooeuie.'.ce o^ tne 

Oiüer Oj. i:no Hor.’bxe Triounai dated. 1o.3»i-992.
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V/IíExíBFCRE, It is prâ , ed taet opposii:9

.jarties oe punished ir. accord£:-ice with ©ortempt of

Coarts Act.

LucicnüVí;D«tea:

kay, 199 2 Counsel Tor tne 

/ipplicant.
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