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r/0 H.No.100, Haiderpur

.. Shivaji Yadav

"C.P.N0.393/2000 in M.A.N0.2591/2000, O.A.No.1833/97

State of N

: CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPAL BENCH

C.P.No. 396/2000 1n M A.No.2621/2000, 0 A.No.1688/97
‘with

C.P.N0.393/2000 in M.A.No0.2591/2000, O. A No.1833/97

Hon’ b1e Shri Justice V. Rajagopala Reddy, VC(J)
Hon ‘ble Shri Gov1ndan S. Tampi, Member(A)

New Delhi, th1s the 14th . day of'November, 2000
C.P.N0.396/2000 in M.A.NO.2621/2000, OA No.1688/97:

Viresh Sahu.
s/o0 Shri Kanta Sahu

Delhi - 110 052.

s/o Shri Bishuni Yadav
r/o No.233, Haiderpur

Delhi - 110 052. . ... Petitioners
(By Mrs. Rashmi Singh, though Shri A.N.Pandey,
Advocate) :

Vsc

)
State of N.C. T of Delhi
through its Secretary {sh. Varencer frasad)
ﬁ;.Qhannafh Marg
alnd

fhm Jo:“u .(r-utor of Edurat1on(A, (8h, T.C. Nag)
D1 rertorate of decatwon .
(ES-II), De1h1

The Pr1nc1pa1 (Mrs.K. Goel)

Govt. Co-Education.

Secondary Schootl

"FU" Block, Pitampura :

Delhi - 110 034. ‘ e Respondents

with_

Jai Prakash Singh

s/o Sh. Ambika Prasad

r/o House No.100

C/o Sh. Bhagmal Singh . -

Haiderpur .

Delhi - 110 052, : .. Pet1t10ner

(Bv Mrs. Rashmi Singh, though Shr1 A.N,Pandey,
Advocate)

Vs.

.T. of Delhi
esretary (sh. Narendep Frasad)
m’ . .
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The Joint.Director of Education(A) (Shri T.C.Nag)
Directorate of Education ' )
(ES-II), Delhi.

The Principal (MS. Sumna Goswami)
Govt. Girls Model Sr. Sec. School

“"H" Block, Ashok Vihar
Delhi - 110 052.. : e Respondents

O RDER (Oral)
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Justice V. Rajagopala Reddy:

Heard the counsel for the petitioner,

C.P.Noi396/2000 is filed against the order
dated 10.9.1997 1in the above OA. -~ In which the
following direction was given to the respondents:

"The respondents are directed to allow the
applicant to join their duties as soon as possible in
case they present themse1ve5'w1th joining report till
appropriate orders are passed against retention and
handed over to the applicants.” )

2. C.P.N0.393/2000 is filed against the order
dated 26.8.1997 in the above '0A, In which. the
following direction was given to the respondents:

: cae the respondents shall treat him on duty
and shall not obstruct him from performing his duties
until appropriate orders are passed by the appointing
authority either an order of suspension or an order of
removal in accordance with rules. The petitioner will
be entitled to the salary for all the days he has been
present and obstructed to join duties and the
remaining period shall be treated on leave of its kind
due.” -

3. Petitioners submit in this CP that though
they have been approaching the respondents for passing
suitable orders, the respondents had not complied with
the orders. It" was further stated that the only
reason given by the respondents for not complying with

the order was. the ai1eged\ pendeﬁcy of the Wwrit

Petition in the High Court,
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4, Undef Section 20 of the Conéeﬁbﬁ of Courts
Act,.1971, the Jimitation stipulated for initiation of
any contempt pfoéeedihgs.was a period of one yeér from
the date on which the'contemptAwaé.a11egedf to have
been qommitted} As it was stated in this case that
the applicants have been approaching the_ respondents
immediately, aftér the passing of the 6rder in
question, the contembt must bé deemed to have been
committed by the respondents as it is stated‘thét they
ha&e not complied with the order. Hence, the CPs
shouﬁd‘ have been filed within a period of ° one year
from the date of'thé order, S{nce the order was
paséed in 1997{ the present CPs filed in 2000, should
be held as time barred under Section 20 of the

Contempt of Courts Act, 1971. Under Section 17 of the

‘Administrative . Tribunals Act, 1985 the provisions of

the Contempt of -C@Qrts‘ACt were made app11céb1e.
Thus, Both the CPs are time barred. The MA 2621/2000
and M.A.2591/2000 are therefore filed for condonation
of delay. 1In our view, the said applications are not
maintainable, as Section 5 6f thé lTimitation is not
made applicable under sect1;n>20 of tHe Contempt of
Courts Act, 1971. Even assuming that thg delay could
be condoned, we are not satisfied that in this case

any valid grounds are stated to explain the delay.

The same

grounds as are stated in the CP are
reiterate the MAs. In the circumstances, both the

ed by limitation and therefore dismissed

~ A \JU]V} ' LIUUVVL
(V RAJAGOPALA REDDY)
., VICE CHAIRMAN(J)
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