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„.tV/E TRIBUNAL.
.central AOHINUo . - . , ,-,39/30

• • ic-n 'qs in KA ^ '

" of Oece...e. -.isiew Delhi,

Hon'ble Shri T.N. (M .
Hon'ble Shri o.k- -

cmt R. Bal-amma
R i'/E-2.
Ghaziabad (UP)

. n Q Raval. Advocate)
(By ShTJ. B.u-

Versus

Govt. of NU - Raipur Road
Old secretariat,
Delhi--t>

Si?!"? ScT^roSh^ Deihi.^6
<By s.rl vxja, PandxLa. AdvocaLe)

ORDt-R

Hon-ble Shrl S.P. Biswas

C0„te.pL PetVLlo., .as be.n fUed .V L.e
,etlL.o„e. sxnce s.e aUe.es faU.re on L.e p.r. c,:

i.'W', ^n OA 2231 /90"Tribunal in MA I'l

petitioner

Respoadents

2. orders dated

as under:

aforesaid MA were2 1.5.1997 in the a

"Respondents a
nece s sa r y b111
before

a c t ua 1 Pa yme nt s
applicant by the
month"

re directed to ensure
that

are prepared s^id seal
the close of each montn .>o^^

are received by the
first week of every

umuated with effect from3. The petitioner superai

30.6.1986 on attaining the age of 60 years as PG
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!sacher7Delhi Administration. She' had earlier

filed an OA (No.2231/90) seeking directions to the

respondents to pay her all the dues including

i etirement. benefits as well as pension. She

alleged respondents did not start paying pension

for Valmost IZ years. This Tribunal gave a

ui Iec tion to t i-| e r- espondent s to give hi er; teni porar•y

pension @ Rs.500/- per month plus allowances.

Petitioner alleges that it is this amount which is

not being paid to her by the resoondents regularly

and hence she was compelled to file the present HA

1231 /97 seeking issuance of di r- ec t i.o ns fa r

i.mpi.ein§n tion of our orders dated 17.10,95 and

11.9.96. 'Petitioner alleges that despite orders of

ijiis Tribunal dated 21,5,97 aforementioned,

respondents are very irregular and are not making

the payments every month and sometime they make

payments at a stretch. Because of this failure,

petitioner, has come with the charges of contempt

having been committed by the respondents. Those

charges are at page 11 of this CP.

S

4. We have heard the learned counsel for both the

parties at length.

5. Respondents have'submitted that the petitioner

is now" getting regular pension as per Pension

Pa y I'i'! e n t 0 r d e r (P P0 for s 11 o r t) d r•a wn' b y t h e Pa y a

Accounts Officer No. II, Govt. of NOT of D?.^lhi,

R.K., Pur am. New Delhi. Respondents have also

submitted that all the pensionary beiiefits have

been paid to the petitioner on 16,12.1997 and an
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amaunt of Rs., 3687 deposited in her s. B.

Ac. Mo. 93092/256 in SBI, 'R.K, Puram and nothir^g is

due to her.. Pension papers have aiso been

submitted to the. concerjied PAO by letter dated

PAO-II appears to have finalised the

case on 24.3.98 and has sent details to the Central

PeiiS.ion Orficsj, Bhikaili CaiTia F'lace vidt^ letter

dated 6,4.98. As regards monthly pension, the same

is being deposited in her S.B.Ac.. in .SBI. RK

Puram, New Delhi. Stateme nt. of pa yme nt s a nd

receipts of amount deposited in the Bank account of

the petitioner have also been annexed by the

respondents. We find that the office of Principal,

Govt, Boys Sr. Secondary School. Sector VII, R.K„

Puram has sent a communication to the petitioner s

address at Ghaziabad alongwith PPO dated 24.3.. 98,

That fact that the amounts of pension are getting

deposited in SBI, R.K. Puram in the SB Ac. of the

petitioner is evident from Annexure 5 to the reply.

Deposits slips as late as 17.11.97 are adduced as

evidence by the respondents.

6 . Lea r-n e d counsel f o | - t ii e ' d e t i t i o n e i ,, o n t he

contrary, submitted that regularity in the payments

of- monthly pension is lacking ver-y badly and tliat

-.sometimes amounts are being deposited in the SS Ac.

of the petitioner at Syndicate Bank., R.K., Puram.

He a 1s o alleges t iia t r e s p o n d e n t s a r e i•e s p o n s i b 1 e

for not ensuring regularity in the payments of

monthly pension in her account even though the

details were aiven to the former counsel for' the

resDonden ts Mrs. Ahlawat in the cour t itself.
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6. • A close scrutiny of mater iais placed before us

aA well oral submissions of the learned counsel for

both parties indicate that there are possibilities

of delays in transit as well as defects in the

linkage of appropriate papers between the PAD and

the petit i o n e r ' s Ba n k . T h e s e a r-e i s s li e s w h i c li

cannot be sorted out by courts/Tribunals, We find

substantial compliance of our orders and no

deliberate attemnpt on the part of respondents in

not following our orders.

/. Accordingly, the contempt petition is dismissed

and notice- is discharged. No costs.

/gtv/

Oc-»-S»-2r—

(S. ^iHrSvTas )

Member(A)

(T., M., Shat)

i^ember ( J)


