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IN THE CEtTI'l~::\L .'\DNINISTRI1.T IVE '1'?.IBiJH'~L ,J ;}.IPUP. 8ENC'rl 
JAIPUR • .... 

CP NO, 5/9? 
(0?. No.903 /92) 

Date ()f •=>rder: 4 .7 .96 

f.1ool Ch:~.oo Yadav : Pet it ioner 

vs. 

Shri N .P .,Singh : Respondent 

t1r .N .rc.Gaut.~m, counsel for the pE:t itioner 
r·1r. Y. .s .Sharm.:i, coi . .msel for thE; respondent 

HCU • t3LE SHF:.I o .P .S.HARI--1"'"1, t·JEI·iBER (.?.nr.-rrumr:a.2~r rvE) 
HON''3LE SHRI R.~rAn P&\I:ASH, l\'E!·l!3Eh (JUDICIAL) 

0 R DE R ._......_ ...................... 

In this conterrpt ;_:..~tit: ion Shri Nool Chand Y.3.dav 

has pr:1yed that the responjent shc••.lld be p•.miehed for 

corrmittin'J contempt. r:tf the Tribunal ~O:Z' not impletrenting 
the 

the directions <;Ji .. .re:n in,l.:>rder dated 29.7.1994 (Ann.A-1) -
pas.sed in o.:;. tlo.903/92, .t-1ool Chand Yadav Vs. Union of 

Irrl ia arrl others • 

2. The directions 9iwm by the Tribunc.l in the 

afore.s::d .. -i ,:,rig in::tl applic3.t ion \<!era as under:-

"We remit the case to the app.ell~te authority 
anj direct the :.=ipp"=:ll:.:tte ;~JJ.thor ity to call these 
witnesses n.at;·,el? Shri Kailash ·3.n:l Na\·Jal .Run·::>te and to 
allO\·r the appli;;ant t·:> cross~<:amine them arrl he should 
be .3.ll~.;ed t•:. ta'V.e th-:; .:tssiat.:~..nce of his defence nominee. 
After the ex.s.min.:tt i·jn of the defence \-Jitneases the 
appellate auth~'?rity will p3.ss ne•:::essar<.I ..:-rders 21.fter 
hearing the applicant. t.-tr.Bhandari submits that the 
't·litnesses may neot te a.vailable, that is a qu<E:st ion 
\1-lhich is to toe d~cicJ.ed by thE: ap;;:,ellate ai.lthority 
anr:1 no order .::an r.n: p::ts.sed at this st·3.ge. H·:>we-v .. er, 
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the oppellate authority i.·Iill 1::E at liberty to ignore 
the oral statements of these ~.-Iitnesses if the" are 
not available ;J.nj he can pass necessary order .. on the 
te.sis of the remaining rec·:>rds. ·rhe appellate authority 
is directed to disp·:)Se .')f the ma.tter within .~ pericrl. of 
six months from toiay ·" 

3. Nr.K~ .aharma appearing for the resp,')ndent 

stated before ~s tOO.ay that he has filed a reply 

to the contempt pet it ion arrl has given copy there of 

to the learned counsel lfo r the petitioner. Alongl-1ith 

the reply he has filed Annexure P.-1 dated 25 .6 .1996 

which purports to be an order p.:.:.ssed 1'~, the Appellate 

.~uthority in pursuance of the directions of the 

Tribunal reprcduo:ed abO".re. 

4. The learned counsel for the petitioner has 

stated that while the time given to the Appellate 

Authority to pass fresh o:cd12r \>1as of six months from 

the date of order of the Tribunal 'lfJhich is~} 

29.7 .1994, the . .)t:der p:..ssed is dat~d 25.6 .1996. In 

other ~1ords the ord~r h21S been pa.saed after a period 

of about 1~ yes.rs from the dat~ of e.~piry of the 

time g.r:.~nted t•:• the Appellate ?-;.uthority to pass 

the necessary order. He has, therefore, prayed that 

the APPellate A.r.lth<)rity should be suitably punished 

for such inord in-:tte de l:1y in passing the ne·~essary 

order. 

5. The learned counsel fo:c the respon:ient has 

stated th3t the delay t·1as cSLnsed merely due to the 

repeated notices being sent to the two witnesses 
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