
CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL.

PRINCIPAL BENCH

CP 382./2003 In OA .52/2002

New Delhi., this the 11th dav of November : 2003

H o n ■" ble S m t,. La k s h rn i Swaminathan .. V ice ~ Chai) - man C J)
Hon ' b 1 e S h. 3. AS i n q h, Membe r (A)

Ms, Shabana
D/o Mr., All Hassain
workii'iq as Staff Nurse
A r u n a A s a f A1 i G o v t H o s o i t a 1
5, Raiour Road,, New Delhi,,

„ „ ,. Add 11 cant
(By A d V o c ate 3 t'l ., Y „ D , N a q a r i

V E R 3 U 3

1 S h „ 3 ,. P., A cj q a r w a 1.
Seci'-etar-v,, Healtl'i & Family Welfar-e
Govt,. of NCT of Delhi
D e 1 h i S a c I'l i v a ]. a y a
I,. P „ Estate New De 1 hi ~ 110 002,.

2.. Oi'D, R,.N„Baishya
D i i" e c t o i" o f H e a ]. t in 3 e r- v i c e s
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0 R D E R (ORAL)

E3v Hon "ble Smt, Lakshrni Swaniinatfiai'i „ VC f,.!)

We have heard the learned counsel for th?

Detitioner in CP 3S2/2003,.

2 ., From 1: lie a v e i' rne n t s rn a de b v t li a : je t i t i on e r ,.

we note that the main qrievance is that the

respondents have failed to qive*» due weiqhtaqe to her

past experisnce and service rei idered bv her in terms

of Tri!i'unal"s directions dated 5-3--2002 in OA 52/2002,

However, we note that the relevant documents

sUDPortinq these averrnents „ inc 1 udino the fact whether

the petitioner had applied aqainst the employment

notice dated 21-1-2002 and otliei- details are absent in.

the Contempt: Petition,, In paraqraph 3 of the

petition,, it is stated that the respondents have aqain

advertised on 4-10-2003 notifvinq 290 posts of Staff

- V-



Nursss out ot whicl't 83i Dosts I'lavo tjesi'i r'ossrveci for

OBC cateciorv - Her qrievance is that: thei"e is no

men t i on of we i o: I'ltaqe reau i i'~ed to be oi i ven to t he

exoerienced Nurses for the services,.

3 T a k i n cj i n t c::i a c c o u n t t i't e f acts a ti d

submissions made by the petitioner- in CP 382,/CO03 we

do I'l ot f i n d aI'l v d i" i ma facie case made ou t by t Ite

petitioner to come to the conclusion that the

r- e s .P o i'l d e ri t s h a v e d e 1 i b e r a t e 1 v o i" w i 1 f u 11 v v i o 1 a t e d t it e

directions of the Tribunal qiven in the order dated

5--3~2002 in OA 52,'''''2002 T lie re is not even an avei'Tnent

that the petitioner had applied aoainst these posts

and wa.s also otlter'wise elici,), t.-'le ^ wit It or witltout

weightaqe te be^qiveit foi" her experience and service

as contained in tlte aforesaid order of the Ti"ibunal„

In this view of the matter,, CP 382./2003 in

OA 52,,'''2002 i.s dismissed^ wit It lil:)ertv to tlte petitioner

to iproceed in the matter in accordance wiith lawn.
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