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B, 265/92 in CCP 230/91  DWTE OF DECIS ION: 31.7.1992,
(Oais NO.1181/1590).

Qursewak Singh 3o0dhi - Applicant.

V/s.

N

Shri P. Ananths Krishnan o
and Shri K.3, shingra cerve rfespondents.

CRiM: Honthle Nr. Justice V.3. Malimath, Cha irman.
Hon'ble #ir. ¥.C. Jain, Member (~).

(By Circulation)

, This Heview Application has been filed by the
} | petitioner in CCP 230/91, which was disposed of by the

folloving order dated 21,4.92: -

= After this case was heard for sometime, we
feel that the only proper way to dispose of this
Contempt of Court petition is to direct the
respondents to pay the petitioner the salary for
g the months of April add May, 1990 as per the
judgment of the Tribunal a sum of Rs,4,896/-
by means of a draft / a cheque drawn in favour
of the petitioner and send the same to his
address within 2 weeks from this date.

i This CCP stends disposed of with these
directions.™

This Review Application also makes a reference of i D,

4186/91, which had already been rejected by order dated

l4‘n2 ¢l9920
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2. In this 3.4., the @pglicant has made the following

prayerss; -

ey f P4 s \
(a} Thé petitioner be heard on aspects of perjury
ex=-parte aga inst 3hri Anantha Krishnan.

(bJ) The Court may be plessed to initiate suyo moto
contempt proceed ings agsinst Shri Anantha
Krishnan for non-conpliance of orders passed
on L4.2,92, 13.2.92 and 21,4.92.

(c) The Court may be pleased to pass orders on

contempt against Shri DGhingra for breach of
) the undertak ing and stipulating condition on
payment of salary and for disput ing paymeng
f salary before the B.R, since he has bec
und guilty by the Court vide its order cf
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- 3. Of the grounds taken by the applicant, two 5

relate tg the quest ién of alleged perjury, which was a
subject=matter of M.P. 4].86/9]. and which, as.already
é'tated above; was z:_ejectéd by order dated 14.2.1992,

This Eeview Applicetion in iespect of the order on the
aforesa id M.‘P.r is c_learly barred by limitet ion prescr ibed
in Bule 17 of tﬁé Central Administrative Tribunal

{ Proceduyre) Rules, 1987. The other grounds takén\ in

the R.A. rela'l;e ma inly to the contempt alleged 1:0 have
5een committed by Shri Dh ingr.a and Shri Anantha Kr ishnan.
Two of the prayers in this R.f\.' relate to this a~spect

of the mat'ter‘and seek for in it iating Suo=moto contempt
proceed ings én‘d passing fresh oféer’s on contempt, which- |
are outs iﬁe the scope of a Heview Applica't;ion. An_other
ground taken is that thé Court by relying on the félse
‘x‘:ecor/d prepared by Shri Anantha Kr ishnan “delivered-‘ah
atrocious and pernicious judgment®™, Less said the bett er
about the language us ed by the applicant Jn this regard.‘ |
4.' Afteﬁ careful p-erﬁsé'l.-'o'f the R.A,, we are of the

cons idered view that the ssme is devoid of any mer it
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(P.C. JAN) = | (V.5. MAL IMATH)
MEMBER(A ) ' . - CHA RMAN.

and it is accofdingly‘ rejected.



