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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRISUMAL JAIRJPR QEWCH
JAIPUR.

LI ]

CP NO, 5/96 Datz of orders 4.7 .96
(B No.9M2 /92)

Mool Chand vadav : Petitioner
VSe
3hri N.P.Singh : Respondent

Mr JN..XGautam, counsel for the petitioner
Mr.¥.S.3harma, counsel for the respondant

CORAM:

o ettt

HCOI'BLE SHRI C.F SHARMAE, MEMBEF: (2DMINISTRAT IVE)
HON'3LE 3HRI RATANT FRATTASH, MEMBEK (JUDICIAL)

ORDER

(FER _HOW'BLE SHRI O.F SHAKMS, IEMBER (ADMINISTRAT IVE )

In this contempt [ztitft ion Shri Mool Chand Yadav

has prayed that the respondent should be punished for

comnittingy contempt of the Tribunal by not implewenting
the

the directions given in/order dated 29.7.19% (Ann.a-1)

passed in CA M0.903 /92, Mool chand Yadav Vs. Union of

India and othexs.

2. The dAirect ions givzn by the Tribunzl in the

aforesail coriginal application were as under:-

"We remit the cass to the appsllate authority
and dirset the appellate authority to call these
witnezses namely Shri ¥ailash anl Nawsl pPunote and to
allms the applicant t2 cross=-examine them anl he should
e allowed tic take the assistance of hls defence nominee.
After the examinat ion of the defence witnesses the
appellate anthority will pass necessary orders after
hearing the applicant. Mr.Bhandari submits that the
witnesses may not e available, that is a guestion
which is to ke d=cided by the appellate aathority
and no opder can b pissed at this stags. However,
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the appellate authority will = at liberty to ignore
the oral statements of thess witnesses if they are
n available andl he can pass necessary order on the

rasis of ‘the remaining records. The appellate authority
is directed to dispose of the matter within a period of

six months from today.”

3. Mr o I2.G o3harma appearing f£or the respondent
stated before us today that he hag filed a reply

to the contempt petition arpd has given copy thereof
to the learned counsel fo r the petitionere. Alongwith
the reply he has filed Annexure p=1 dated 25.5.1996
which purports to be an order passed 'y the app=llate
Authority in pursuance of the directions of the

pribunal reproduced above.

4. The learned counsel for the petitioner has

stated that while the time given to the Aprellate

_Authority to pass fresh ocler was of six months from

the date of order of the Tribunal which is 7770
29,7 .19%4, the order rassed is dated 25 .5 .1996. In
other words the ordsr has nesn rassed after a per ind
of about 15 yesrs from the date Of expiry of the

t ime granted to the appellate zuthority to pass

the necessary order. He has, therefore, prayed that
the appellate Auathority shonld be suitably punished
for such inordinzte delay in passing the necessary

order.

Se The learned counsel for the respordent has
stated that the delay was caused mersly due to the

repeated notices being sent to> the two witnesses
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