Patna High Court MJC No.4039 of 2014 (3) dt.03-04-2015

IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE AT PATNA
Miscellaneous Jurisdiction Case N0.4039 of 2014
In
LPA 671 of 2013
E-E E D ‘b e — - - - - -/
\.ﬂ M almani Kumar Sinha, Son of Late Gauri Shankar Prasad, R/o0 Mohalla
Swaraj Puri Road, P.S. Civil Lines, District Gaya, Bihar

Petitioner/s
Versus
1. The Bihar State Power (Holding) Company Limited through its Chief-
4, @-Managing Director namely Sri Sandeep Pondrik earlier known as the
O r \ PBihar State Electricity Board, having its registered office at Vidyut Bhawan,
OFF\ G Bailey Road, Patna, Bihar
2. The Managing Director, South Bihar Power Holding Company Limited
namely Sri Santosh Mal earlier known as the Secretary Bihar State
Electricity Board, Vidyut Bhawan, Bailey Road, Patna, Bihar
3. The Deputy General Manager cum Electrical Superintending Engineer
namely Sri Sajid Ali earlier known as The General Manager cum Chief
Engineer, Magadh Electric Supply Area, Gaya, Bihar
4. The Electrical Superintending Engineer namely Sri Sajid Ali, Bihar State
Power Holding Company, Electrical Circle, Gaya, Bihar

........ Respondent/s
Appearance :
For the Petitioner/s : Mr. Kumar Kaushik, Advocate.
For the Respondent/s  :  Mrs. Namrata Mishra, Advocate

CORAM: HONOURABLE MR. JUSTICE RAMESH KUMAR DATTA
and
HONOURABLE JUSTICE SMT. ANJANA MISHRA

ORAL ORDER

(Per: HONOURABLE MR. JUSTICE RAMESH KUMAR DATTA)

3  03-04-2015 Heard learned counsel for the petitioner and learned
counsel for the Opposite Party- Bihar State Power (Holding)
Company Limited.
A show cause has been filed on behalf of opposite
parties in which it is stated that by office order dated 26.02.2015
issued by the Electrical Executive Engineer, Electric Supply

Division, Gaya (Rural), a sum of Rs.5,28,109/- has been
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sanctioned to the petitioner as officiating allowance for
discharging duties as Legal Assistant for the period 01.04.1977 to
01.09.2014 as directed by the order dated 10.01.2014 under
contempt.

In the above circumstances, the order under contempt
has been practically complied with and only the amount still
remains to be paid. The contempt application is, therefore,

dismissed.

(Ramesh Kumar Datta, J)

(Anjana Mishra, J)



