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"CENTRAL ADMINISTRAT IVE TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPAL BENCH NEW DELHI.
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CCP.-N0.36/87
B.A.No,929/86,

Smt. Radha VYgima - Use Union of India,

Petitioner through Shri K.N.R, Piilai, counsel,

Respondents through Shrivm.ﬂ. Sudan, counssle.

This is a paﬁition FAr initiating contempt of court
proceedings against the rQSpondenté wholare Secretary,
Départment of Education, Delhi Administration, Additional
Director (Admn.), Directorate of Education and Miss. Kamel
Vasudeva, Priééipal‘ﬁovt. Co-gducational Teachers Training
Institute, Daryaganj, Delhi, for defying the ordes of this
court dated 19th March,1 ®7 i 0.A. No. 925/86. In that
application, the petitioner had made a Misc, petition bearing
No. 291/87 in which sha had averred at since the Fil.ing of the.
application by her befare the Tribunal, the respondents had
become more hostile to»her and to.harass her further, they had
threatened to transfer her frem'the Govt, Co-educational
Teachers Training Institute, Daryaganj and that such a tranﬁfer,
if it takes place, would éause great hardship to her. Op thel
strength of the said petitién, an order was mads byAthis cou;tA
on 15th March, 1987 restraining the respondents not to transfcr

the applicant till the next date of hearing, viz. 2.4.1987,

‘The said ad interim order was allowed to continue til)l the

next date of hearing vide order dated 2.4.1987,
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2. The grisvance of the petitioner in this petition is
that she approached the Principal of the Institute on 21at
March, 1987 alongwith copy of the order of the court but shé

. ok
refused to entertain the same and did not péémit her to join
the Institute. Even after the order dated 2.4,1987, the
respondents did not permit her to join the Institute although
an order was made by the Birecter on 14.4,1987 ailowing her to

. . further
continue in the T.T.I. till further order.. Thq/grievanca of the

petitioner is that even though she had been raﬁonting at the

\
T.T.I., she was not bermitted to mark her attendance by respondent
No. 3. She further states that order dated 14.4,1987 was
suppressed an& was' never ssrved on her, She alleges that evan
the Director rever diac}oseq the factum of the passing of the said

order and it was only when its copy was filed in the éburt alonguwith

counter of the respondents that she came to know about it,.

i
3. In the reply to the contempt applicaticn, the-respondents

have urged that the petitioner was guilty of suppressing the magerial
facts from this Gourt when she obtained the order datsd 19.3.1987
inasmuch as the petitioner héd already been transferred from the
Institute to District South vide order dated 8.8,1986 of the
Dirsctorate of Education, Delhi Administration. Further, according to
them, she was relieved on 21st August, 1986 upon the joining of

Smt; Swarn Lata Sharma as her succésor° Of course, it is

admitted that the petitioner was on‘leava at the relevant time

but the aubmission of the respondenta is thét ths Instituts had to be

run and it could not be just closed down because she happened to be

on leave. Further, according to the respondsnts, in partial

modification of office order dated 8th August, 1986, thepetitioner
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was transfa:rad from District South to District Nérth vide
order dated 22nd September, 1986. Houever, she suppressed all

these facts from tﬁe:court and got the ad-interim order

dated 19.3.1987 in her favour.

4, Ag for the contempt part, the respondents contend that
the Principal simply tald the petit;oner to report to th;
Direqtoraté because having baeq reiiaved from the Inati;uta;

she could not permit the applicant to join the Institute.
Further, the Director passed an ordsf on 14th April, 1987
ailowing the petitioner'to continue in the TTI till further
orders which was received by the Principal on 16th April, 1987
anﬁ iharefare, on the»bfeyioﬁs day, vize 15.4.1987,bthe Principal
told the petitioner ﬁo.;?port to the Director for duty;and

she could not permit her to.joih the Institute. | The respondents
assert‘tbat after the said order, the petitioner never

reported fa duty and insteéd; 3“9 has filed the present contempt

petition on 15.4.1987,

S.  In the rejoinder fiied by £he’petitionér, she alleges

fhat she had béen‘attsnding the‘school but éﬁe waa‘nat allousd to
mark the éﬁtendaﬁce in the appropriate regisﬁer.

6. Since all thééa are controversial facts and rsquire p?obe and
scrutiny, it is not possﬁbla for us to detgrmina the elemaﬁt

of contémthﬂhgp'recording evidence of controuersial»naturé,

One thing which‘is quit;}clear-is that the pstitioner had

been gransferre# éarlier from the Institute,agd that fact

was not disclosed 'to the Gnu;‘t when order dated 159.3,1987 was
passed, May be, that she had not been served the said order, as

is sought to be made out by the petitioner before us, but we
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decline to go into that question too, at this stsge.
The grievance of the petitioner that she wes not allowed
which
to join the Institute/is vehemently controverted by the
respondents, is again a matter o€ evidence and it is
open to the petiﬂioner to seek relief for noﬁ-payment of
salary stc. by means of a substantivae épplication rather
than come to the ceourt in this indirect manner and force
the contempt of Eoutt proceedings on the respondsnte,
So, without deciding as to which of thefiarties is at
fault, we declina to initiate the contempt of cdurt‘
proceedings as not expedient im the :inﬁerest-of'justica.

Dismissed,

TP

(BIRBAL NATH) (3.0.//3AIN)
Member (A) Vice~Chairman
17 49,1987 ' 17.9,1987



