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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL ,

PRINCIPAL BENCH
NEY DELRI,

CCP 333/92 in DATE Of DECISION: 17,2,18983

UA 1472/80
Fajru Khan, ) ... Pstitioner,
Versus
Dsihi Admn, & Anr, ' eos Nespondents,

CORAM: THE HON'BLE MR, JUSTICE V,S, MALIMATH, CHAIRMAN,
=" THE HON'BLE Mk, 1.K, RASGOTRA, MEMBER{A).

Fer the Patitioner, evs Shri Geergs Parkin, prexy
' ' fer Shri J.P. Verghese,
Counsel,
foer the Reaspondents, eos ohri D.K. Sharma,
Counsel,

JUBGEMENT {OraL)

{8 hmn'bla Mr, Justice V.3, Malimath,
Chairman)

The directien in the judgament, vialafi@n of which is
camplained, is that the petitiener shall be taken back in service
in Delhi Pelice at the same stagsrat which the erder of termi-
natien of his service was passed, The directien alse says
thet the authoritiss may censider as to whather it is fFeasible
to give éredit te the training alregdy taken by the petiticner
or they feel it necessary for éhs petitisner te t aks the entire
tréining froeim the besginning, Time fer cempliancs was tue
menths, The respondents have statad that‘uheh the pestitierer's
tarminatien took place &5 he was undergeing training, the directic
b@lng to take him back in service in Delhi Pelice at the sams
stagm ét which the erder of terminatienfrom ssrvice was passed,

thay were ju tlfled to reinstate the petitioner in service from

the date of termination eof his service treating the intsrvening
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Lo net spent en duty, This stand taken by the responcents
is right, They have further stated that thay did net find it
giving credit in the training
possible to give enly part of treining/already taken by the
patitiensr and, therefore, the petitioner has to take the
entire training, There is no directien to the respondents te
act in a particular manner and the discretion was given to them
te act in the best pessible manner, Hence, the respondents
have decided to put the petitiemer Feor the entire training, The
fact that |
/it is net stslblB te give piecemeal training doss neot establish

that the respondents have committed any centempt in this case,

The mﬁly other cemplaint is that the judgement has nei been

e

camplé@d with uithiﬁ the prescribedbperied of twe menths, I
is svident  that the judgement has been cemplied with leng zftar
the expity of two menths, The respondents did net justify their
lapse, It is in this background they prayed that they shueuld

be axcused for the delay in complying with tha judgement, In\
the cifcumstancgs, we accept the rearet tendered, As the
judgemant of the Tribunsl has substantiélly been complied with,
theguestion §f. tagiﬁg actien under the Contempt of Ceurts Act
does not arissé

2, Sg far as weorking eut his rights in the apprepriate
. proceedings are concerned, we need et express any epinien

at this stage, As the petitioner has been reinstated in

the
service as per/directions af the Tribumal, ne action under

the CLentempt of Courts Act is called for, Hence, thess

procaedings éra'dropped. i
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