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‘in
0A No. 2297 of 1995

Neuw Delhi this the 27th day of August 1936

Hon'bles Shri A.V.Haridasan, Vice =Chairman (J)

Hon'ble Shri R.K.Ahooja, Member (&)

Shri D.V.3. Vaid,

fsstt .Engineer (Civil),

Deptt .of Posts, Dak Bhauwan,
Parliament Street, New Delhi.

R/G 85, Priya Enclavae,
Delhi- 110092. oooQOgAppliCant¢

(By pdvocates; 3he DoN.Vohra)
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Versus

1. Union of Indig through the

Secretary,

Ministry of Communicgtion,
Sanchar Bhagwan,

Parliagment Streect,

New Delhio

2. The Dirsctor (Bu), °
Deptt . of Telecom,
S‘nchar BhaUaﬂ,
28, Ashoka Road,
New Delhio.

3. The Cchief Enginser(Civil), Postal
Dept- of Posts,
Dak Bhawan,
Parliament Streset,
New Delhi.

4., The Supsrintending Engineer {(Civil),H.Q.
Deptt.pof Post g, 58 ( )aH-@
Ministry of Communications,

Dak Bhawan, '

New Delhio ogo.ocReSpDndEnt

(By Advocate: Shri N.S.Mehtg)

ORDER{Oral) K
Hon'ble Shri A.V.Haridasan, Vice =Chgir man (3)

This Civil Contempt Petition arises ocut of the

order passed in OA No. 2297/95 dated 8-1-96. Ths ordor

impugned in the original application was t?f transfer ordar

transferring the applicant during the mid of the academic

Session. The Bench felt that the transfer during t%gx
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aSademic session ghould be given effabt only after

31=3-96. It Wwas also directed in that order that if the
salary of the petitioner uas not paid for tuo months as
alleged it should be paid within a week's time from the

date of receipt of the order.

2. petitioner, alleging that the respondents have

'violated the directions contained in the order dated 8-1-36,

has filed this CCP.
3. The respondents have filed a reply. Ld Counsel for
the respbndents states that thaﬁtransfer of the applicant
has been given sffect only 1%3;/31-3-96. Regarding the

S odug

payment of 2 months, hg respondent's counsel contend that

after recesipt of the notice in the Contempt Petition, the

same has been made to the pstitioner by a chequa. Therefore, kgf 

no action is required to be taken in the contempt of Courts
Act against the }espondant'pe&ﬂﬁs’ [h~ [&Mb(]

4. We have heardIShri Vohra, learned counsel for tihg
pgtitionar and shri Ne.Se.Mehta lsarned counsol for the
respondents. Now it is‘an,admitted fact that the transfer
of the applicant has been given eFfactfgg;y after 31-3-96
as directsed in the order and that payment of tuo months
salary, mentioned in the order, was not made uwhen the
contampt petition was filod, but the same has been pald
after receipt of the notice in the contempt petition by
the respondents. Learned counsal for the petitionar statase

that even after the order Wwas passed by the Banch diracting

the respondants ¢y give effect to the ‘transfor

only after 31-3-96, the applicant uas not allouwad to join ”f.'

duty which is not accepted by the respondents. Whether
oV =)

the petitionsr reported for duty oz there was a refusal on
A"
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the part of the respondents to agllow him 1
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duties, are disputed facts which ars not to be gone

into in a procsedings under the Contampt of Courts Act.

If the pstitioner's grievance is that evaen after reporting
for duty he was denied to perform duty and, therefore,

he was deniad salary for the period is unjustify, it is
for the petitionsr to ssek appropriate relisf in that
regard in a separate proceedings. Housver we ses N0
reasons uhy’the respondents did not pay to the petitioners
two month's pay as directed by the Tribunal within a
period of one uweek from the date of the receipt of g
copy of the.order- No appeal was filed against ths order
and the ordsr had become final. The refusal on the part
of the respondents to pay salary for two months, within
the stipulated period of one usek, according to us dcas
not discloses due regard to the orders of the Tribungal

The fact that the petitioner has been driven to the

(e leadment task of filing a Civil Contempt Petition
shous the indifferent attitude of thse respondsnts to
orders of the Tribunal.a4ﬁouauer, in the facts and
circumst ances of the caiiv%bewpayment has since bazn

made, we do not wish to frame any charge against the
raspondents and proceed further. e are of the counsidarad
view that the respondents will havs to be directed to 7
pay to the petitioner a sum of fs. 500/- as costs. FHance
this CCP is closed with a direction to the respondents

to pay to the petltloner a sum of Rse 5Q0/~ as costs.

Newfe, o — i
(RoKoAHOTIAY - (A oV .,Ham:mam

Mej&iila}/// Vice=Chairman




