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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
NEW DELHI

O.A. No. ecp^ 129/90 lao
T.A. No.

CORAM

Pgabir Oaos-

DATE OF DECISION 3.12.9Q

Petitioner

wg, Advocate for the Petitioner(s) •
Versus

Smt.Oevika Chitkerd uiij others Respondent
i*lrs .B.Sunit.a Raa Advocate for the Respondent(s)

The Hon'ble Mr. G.Sr.sdharan Nair,y.C.
Ti^.e Hon'ble Mr. p.c.jain, m(a)

1. Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the Judgement ?

2. To be referred to the Reporter or not ?

3. Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgement ?

4. Whether it needs to be circulated to other Benches of the Tribunal ?

(G.SREDHARAN NAIR)
Wic©-Chairman
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IN THE CENTRAL ADP-IINSSTRATIUE TRIBUNAL

PRNICIPAL BENCH, NEW DELHI

C.C.P.A, 129 .f 1990

(Arising ©ut of OA 1507 ef 1987 )

Date »f ®rdBr 3,12,1990

Prabir Oass do4.-4--
• • Petitxaner

- versus-

Smt. Deviks CMtk.r« and Respondente

Coa/Wi Hon'Ols Shrl G.SreBt|hatan.Jlglt,,Vice-Ctalraan

Hon'bJe Shri P.O* 3ain, Wember (A)

Ceunsel for the petitioner, : Ms, 3, 3a,nani,
Caunsel fsr the respendonts : Mrs. 8. Sunita Rao

0 R D E R

JhjELJS.Sreadharah Wair.U.c. j.

In this petition, t^ie appUcant in^^the .riginal ,
.ppUcaUan has p„>,ed lnlUate.«pte™pt ,p„s..dlnga,

dirscuo. to th. 3rd „sp„„dant U_ tak,.t^ p,u„p„„ „
p.^„t .f .alary as „an as to consider «t.nslo„ .f

^ A Mk 1tenurea

2. in th, ..pi, raspa-^ants, it statad
that pursuant t. the final order «rri»r«ax QMer, ardors were passed,gn 5,5,199n

pi:;;::"".,..a,„pt,d t.;dar - CUrk,Haad,u,na.a,_,atad ,,.6.19W. It ia
r.rt.r statad t.t towards ..a patXUonar has p..^
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about Rs.42 , 723/-.

3, Counsel ®f tha petitioner submitted that sine• ,

the directior^ ln the final-order-has H«t been complied with in

time, the 2nd respandept has tf be, proceeded against.. We are not

satisfied that there is a case, fpr prfceedii^g against either

the 2hd respondent or the other respondents,

4, The direction in the final order issued te the
' / ' ' -

2nd respondent uias "to revoke the suspension ferthuith ,and ,t*

permit the applicant to j«in,duty"i It is stated in,the reply

that though the revecation, uas made by the ,«rder issued on

5.5.1990, the petitioner refused to accept the notice ef the same.

Though this plea is denied by the petitioner, it is net disputed
that the petitioner, has accepted the posting qrder as SeniGr

Clerk, Headquarters, by the order dated 14,6,1990, In tJis

circumstances, it cannot be said that there has been.any wanten

flauting ef the direction in the final order warranting the

initiation of contempt proceedings against the 2nd respondent.

'5, As regards ths disbursement of dues, it is not

disputed that an amount of Rs.42,000/- odd has been Kceiued

bythe petitioner, Houiever, counsel of the petitioner,sybmittad.
that on a correct calculation, the,amount.eill be something more.
In case the petitioner has a case that the entire ampunt payable
to him towards dues has not been paid, it is open to the
Petitioner to pursue the matter in an .riginal appUcati.n,

6. Last^ly, it ujas submitted.by counsel pf the
petitioner that the petitioner should have been allowed extension of
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tenur8,\«» ara afraid, that again is a matter nat falling within
the scope of contempt praceodings,

U- ' foragoing, this petition is cl»SBd^
A- CG_ ^ t^L-SS- -

(. • C. '
(p.c,Jain) ' /r Q
I«lember(A) ^G.Sroedharan Nair)

Uice-Chairman

CjMah^

3.12.90


