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Thf! directiQn in ths judosmentj, vislstisn of uhich is

cemplained, is tbat the p©titi©ner shall b© taken back in service

in Delhi P&lice at th» same stage at which the ©rder ©f termi-

natien of his service uas passed. The direction alse ssys

th st the authorities may consider as to uhathar it is Feasibls

to give credit te the training already tak.^n by the petitionajr

or thtjy Posl it necessary For the petitiuner to t aka ths sntire

training From the beginning. Time fer cBmpliancs uas tuo

menths. The respondents have statad that uhsn the petitisrer's

tarmination toek plac® as he uas undargoino trsinino^ the directic

bsing t83 tak® him back in servict9 in Delhi Police at ths sama

stage at which the ®rdar of terminatisn frem aerv/ice wes passed,

they were justified to reinstate the patitienar in servica from

^h0 date of terminatian of his service treating the intervening
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perled
not spent en duty. This stand taken by the respondents

is right. They haue Further ststsd that thay did not find it

giving credit in the training
possibls to give enly part of trainiho^already taken by the

p®titi©ner and^ thBrefGrej the petitiener has to take the

entire training. There is no direction to ths; respondents t®

set in a particular manner and the discretion uas giv/en tc them

to act in the best possible manner. Hence, the respondents

have decidfsd ta put the peti tiora r Per the entire training. The

fact that
/it is nat pQssible to giva piecemeal training doss not establish

that the respondents hav® comrnitted any centempt in this case.

The only other cQinplaint is that the judgerinent has net been

CEDmplisd yith within the prescribsd perisd of two menths. It

is evident- that the judgement has been cemplied uith'leng after

the expiry ef tuo manthSe The respondsnts did not justify their

lapse. It is in this background they prayed that thay should

*

be excused for the delay in complying with tha judgement. In

th@ circums tsncas j, we accept the regret tendered. As th»

judgemE^nt of the Tribunel has substantially been csmpliad uith,

thequastion of taking action under the Contempt of Ccu rts Act

dsas not arisOs

2, So far as working out his rights in ths apprepriate

. proceedings ar@ concerneds, us need nat express any ©pinian

at this staga. As ths petitioner has bean reinstated'in

tile
service as per/directions of tha Tribunal, no action under

the Contempt of Courts Act is called for. HencSj, thesa

procsedinga are dropped.
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