CENTRAL ADMIMISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
FRIMCIPAL BENCH

CRo15/2001
Qi 780,/2000

Mew Delhi, this the 28th day of February, 2001

Hon"ble Smt. Lakshmi Swaminathan, VYice-Chairman (1)
H : RPN + - . 3 S
Hon kle Shri Govindan 2. Tampi., Member (Al

Shri Dharam Pal Singh
&/0 Shri Basawan Singh
Head Booking Clerk
Horthern Railway

. s Petitioner
(By advocate Shri K.K.Patal)

Y ER S U S

1. Bhri S.P.Mehta
General Manager
Northern Raillway
Head Quarter 0ffice
Baroda House, MNaw Delhi .

2. Bhri vinod Sharma
Divisional Railway Mangsr
Horthern Railway
Mew Dalhi.

3. Shril Sanjesw 3arg
Sr. Divisional Commercial Managsr
Horthern Railway, New Delhi.
-« ~Respondents.
(By mdvocate Shri B.K.aggarwal)

QR DE R (QORAL)

Hon’ble Smt. Lakshmi Swaminathan., Vice-Chairman (1)

Both learned counsel heard on CP 15/2001.

2. Shri B.K.éaggarwal, learned counssal has
submithed a copy of the order passad by the

respondents  dated 14-2-2001 allowing the applicant’s
request  to be posted at Delhi. He Ffurther submits
that the applicant has since joined his duties at
Delhi. In this view of the matter learnad counsesl for
the respondents has pleaded that the Contempt Petition

may be droppad. He has also drawn our attention

=

the letters dated 10-11-2000 and 29-1-2001 Issusd Dby
1t he pepondents which he submits is the action taken

by them in pursuance of the Tribunal’s order dJdated
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G-10~2000 in  0& 780/2000. Learnad counsel has
submitted that although the respondents had intially
thought that they had complied with the Tribunal’s
order by  paszing their order dated 10~11-2000 which
was  well within time, but whan they found that tChere

he bean no mention of consideration of PSS No.&02d4 as

m

directed by the Trikunal in its order dated 9-10-2000
furthaer exercise was done by the concerned officers
which has  resulted in a more detailed and reasoned
order dated 29-1-2001. He has also tried to  axplain
the  admitted delay on the part of the respondents in
complying with the Tribunal’s order within the time
prascribed  and  has praved that this may be condonsd
for which has also tendersd an apology. He has  alsc
chiawin our attention to tha detailed facts given in the
second  letter in which they have considered the case
ot the applicant and in the administrative exigency

taken a decision to transfer the applicant from Shamli

Shation. fe also mentioned above, at the reguest of
the applicant, he has been further tranzferred o
Delhi Station where he has reported.

3. Zhri LLKLPatel, learned counsal has

submitted that if the respondents have chosen to Tile
their reply to the O0f itself giving the detailed
reasons for transfer of the applicant, perhaps there
wadld not have bsen any neaed to prass the 08 further.
Thea 08 iteelf was Tlled on 2-5-2000 and till the tims
of  the Tinal hearing of the cases, the respondents had

not Ffiled any reply and none had appeared on  Thelr
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ad e hawvea carafully considered yatc
submissions made by the learned counsel for the
partiss. Wz do appreciate the stand of Shiri
B.K.&ggarwal, learned counsel and his asnxiety to
defend  the action of the respondents in passing the
two  lettesrs, dated 10-11-2000 followed by another
letter on  29-1-2001, with~in a gap of nearly 2 1/2

months. This is because the respondents did not care

m

o read and understand the Tribunal’s order dated

9

$=10-2000, that they had to consider the cas= of the
applicant In conjunchtion with thelr own Circular dated
14-5-1974 (81, No.&024%, which led to the sscond
letter and that too in a Contempt Petition. In  the
circumstancaes, we are of the view that this iz a fit
case  whare a penalty should be imposed on  the
respondants for the delibesrate delay and the manner of
implementﬂion of ths order. In other words, thlé 182
are satisfied that the respondents have to some swxtent

carried out  the directions of the Tribunal’s order

+

dated $-10-2000, there is no complete compliance shown
in  their letter dated 10-11-2000. As admitted by the
learned counsel himself, the delay has ocourred which
has not  at all been satisfactorily explained in  the

light of the Tribunal’s order  dated Q12000 .

He,

Further, it iz also relevant to note that even in  ths
Da itself  the respondents could have brought out the

relevant facts which they have now chosen to <o in the

o

K.

3

e

cr, as also submithbted by $Shri K tel, learned

[e

counsal  for  the petiticonesr, which they failed to do

earlier.
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5. In the result for the reasons given abowve,

L)
while notices to  the allegad contemnors ara
chischarged it is  subject to payment of a fine of

Re.500/~ (Rupess five hundred) to be paid by the
respondents under  the provisions of the Contempt of
Courts Act, 1971 read with the provisions of  wia
Sefption. 17 of the Adminiskrative Tribunals ack, 1985,

(Smt. Lakshmi Swaminathan)
Vice-Chairman (J)

Svikas/
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