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CENTRAL ADMINISTRi^TIVE TRIBUNAL PRINCIPAL BENCH NEW CElin

CCP No.64 of 1993 in
O.A,No.3118 of 1991 Date of Ordem4«7,93.

Prabhati P Petiti one r.

Versus

Shri Raj K\imar, General Manager#

N,Rly« Baroda House, New Delhi .Respondent*

Present! Shri Umesh Mishra,counsel for petitioner.

Shri R.L.Dhawan, Counsel for the respondent*

OORAMt

Hon'ble Mr.Justice V.S.Malimath,Chairman*

Hon'ble Mr.S.R.Adige,Member(A)

ORIfiR

(By Hbn'ble Mr.Justice V.S,Maiimath,Chairman)

On perusal of the reply filed by the respondent

vie are satisfied that nothing more is due to the

petition-«r to be paid towards D.C.R.G. The DCRG

anjount is assessed at Rs* 24007-50P. The respondent has

stated that the Estate Officer has passed an order

regarding payment of damages against the petitioner

for unauthorised occupation ftom 10*3.32 to 31.7,91

which Is assessed at Rs*56,323-lOP. The rent fro» 1*8*91

to 31.7*92 is assessed at lis.13,560/-, ths final

electricity bills come to fc.18,686/-. T.& P shortage

charges come to Rs*200/-. Thus, the petitiore r is dt»

to the extent of R5*d8,769-ieP as against the liability
of the respondent to pay to the petition, r towards

gratuity of a sum of Rs*24007-5OP. Hence, it is ob^rious
that nothing more is due to the petitioner. Even if
we calculate the lincence fee and the electricity
charges bills, that itself oorae to almost tte amount
due by way of D.C.R.G. Hence, no furthsr action under

Contempt of Courts Act against the respondent is
called for in these proceedings. They are accordl^y
dropped.
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