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CENTRAL - ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
' PRINCIPAL BENCH

C.P. 129 of 1997
in
A.1447 of 19%a

New Delhi, this the 12th day of August, 1997,

Hon ble Dr.Jose P. Verghese, Vice‘Chairman(J)
Hor "ble Mr. N. Sahu, Member(A)

A.C. Sahrawat

S/o Late Shri Sher. Singh,
R/o 7-C, Sujan Singh Park,
Sonepat(Harvana)

(By Advocate : Shri B.B. Raval)
Versus

1. Shri N.P. Singh,
Secretary
Ministry of Urban Affairs &
Employment
Govt. of India
Nirman Bhawan
New Delhi- 110 Q001

Z. Shri B.L. Nimesh,
Land & ODevelopment Officer,
Ministry of Urban Affailrs &
Employment,
Govt. of India,
6th Floor, .
Nirman Bhawan, i
New Delhi ...Respondents

(By Advocate : Shri K.C.D. Gangwani)

ORDER (Oral)
Hon ble -Dr. Jose P. Verghese, Vice Chairman(J) - 2"

This i1s a contempt of court proceeding wherein
petitioner has complained that the respondents have
hot complied with the orders of +this court dated

17.09.1996.

Z. This court have noticed the fact that the
charge incident 1is alleged to have occured batween
1976 to 1986 and thereafter, two promotions had been -

granted to the petitioner and in the circumstances



\)

A

t itself._can be maintalnsd and

o

whather the charge-sh
continued in wiew of the superannuation of the
netitioner or not. The previous court had dir@cted
that the representation be filed wiﬁhin a stipulated
pericd of time and the respondents shalll look into the

ase in detail and seriously and pass a speaking

ordar.

3, The respondent have filed a reply stating

that the Tact of commission of the offence WS
identified only in the vear 1989 and thereafter it

took some time to process the case through different

departments and officially the charge-sheelt was Tillecd
in 1995, With respect to the subseguent LwWo
promotions after the charge incidents it is stated
that the promotion was given through a different
department where this fact could not come to light.
In anvy event th@ petitioner has all  these speahs

ilable to him as a defence in his case in the event
any order passed édvarsely to him in the enquiry. We

are of the - opinion that the substantial compliance of

our order hasz bheen done even though the ultimate

result whether the charge-sheet Lo be cantinued, in
the clrcumstances, to be proceeded against or not isg

for the respondents to decide. In the circumstances,

0
;__, .

liberty is given to the petitioner ¢ agltate agalnst
arny ord@r that would be passed in the proceedings, in
accorda é with law. The counsel for the petitioner
says- that there 1is no substantial compliance to  the
extent Lhat weven the charges levelled relates Lo tha

L8

periods prior to nhis joining the service and this
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(N. Sahu)
Member (A)
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