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New Delhi: this the /[~ February,1998.«

' - A
HON 'BLE MR, S.R.ADIGE,VICE CHAIAIAN(A)- |

. |
HON *SLE MRS, LAKSHMI SWAMINATHAN, MEMBER(J)

gnt. Lila Bharduaj eeecfpplicant.

~ (By Aadwcate: Shri 8,3,Jaim)

‘Ve rsus__

shri p.V.Jaikishnan,

Chief Secretary,
Govte of NCT Delhi,

.5,Shan Nath Road, Del'hi

" 2+ Shri C.Ramachandran, . ‘ |
Secretary, ‘ |
Ministry of Finance, 1
" Department of Expenditure, . |

New Delhi = 110001 ee++. Raspondents,
(3y Adwcate: shri Raj Singh )

__ORDER
BY HON'BLE MR . S.R.ADIGE,VICE CHATAMAN(R),

applicent alleges contumacious viol ation by'

respondents of the Tribunal®s judgment dai:ed
. 26,%2,9% in 0 A No.2561/96 Snt. Lila Bhardwaj Us.
Secretary, Deptt. of Expenditure, Ministry of ’

Finance & others,

2. By that judgment certain impugned

orders were quashed and a direction was issued that
if respondents were still of the opinion that the
amount mentioned in the impunged order were to be

recoverad, they uasre. to issue a show cause notice

to épplicant, hear her. and consider her defence and
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thereafter taken an appropriate dscision in the

matter.

3. shri Jain states that respondents issusd
a show cause notics in_ngrUaﬁ,1997 to which
applicant replied on 3,397, upon which a 2nd
notice issuad on 1.7.97 (shri Raj Singh contends

that the 2nd notice had to be iSSUéd bescause the

" firat ons yas issuad by an authobity not competent

to & al though this is denied by Shri Jain) to
which app/licant replied on 26."7.97. Evantually
the arreasrs were releassd to applicant on 17.12.97,
and that goo on provisional basis subject to final

clearance by Respondsnts.

4. shri Jain has contended that swen thesa
arrears yarce paid only aftar the present C C P

was Piledo'

5. Wwhile no time limit was prescribed in the
impughed order dated 26,12,96 ond it cannot
therefore be\said that respondents are prima facie
guilty of ‘contempt, w8 must also record with
concern, the lack of "urgency displayed by t(hé
respondents in disposing of this_. matter. There

may be other cases of this nature also, which

‘points to the need for a suitable machanism to

be sval ved by respondents to handle such cases more

- exp edifiozsly. '

6, Subject to the zbowe observation, this

CP is rejected and notices to alleged con tamnofs

are discharged,
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