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RESERVED 

CENTRAL ACPIINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
ALLAHABAD BENCH 

ALLAHABAD 

*** 
Contempt Petition No. 255 or 2001 

in 

Original Application No. 38 of 2001(U) 

Allahabad thia the )If Th day or JvfJ 2003. 

QUORUM: HON'BLE MAJ GEN KK SRIVASTAVA, fWIEfWIBER (A) 
HO~~BLE rw!RS MEERA CHHIBBER, fWIEfWIBER (J) 

Anand Kumar S/o Pokhai Ram, 
R/o Military rarm, Dlilhradun, 
presently working the post or 
Veterinary Dresser Grade - II, 
l'lilitary rarm, 
~hradun. 

• 

• 

• • ••• ••••• Applicant 

(By Advocate : Shri N.P.Singh) 

Versus 
****** 

1. . iJnion of India through 

2. 

3. 

4. 

tefence Se ere tar y 
South Block, 
New CR lhi. 

Quarter Plaster Central Army 
Headquarters, Sene Bhawan, Ne1.1 ~lhi. 

IRputy Director General, 
rwlilitary farm Q.iwt.G. Branch, 
R.K.Puram, West Block, New CRlhi-66. 

Officer Incharge, 
Military farm, 
Oehradun. 

• 

• • • •• • ••• Responda nts. 

(By Advocate : Shri G.R.Q.ipta) 

0 R 0 E R - - - -
BY HON. PIRS. MEERA CHHIBBER, PIEPIBER-J 

Applicant has filed thia O.A. against order dated 

04 .11.99 whereby he was transferred r rom Oahr a dun to P ani to l a 
( 

(page 15). He haa the move ment order dated 16. 02 .2002 
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soucht a direction to the respondents to consider 

his representation dated 1s.2.2ou1 sympathetically and 

also to decide his re pre sent at ion dated 09.08.2001 and 
• 

till then his transfer order may be kept in abeyance. 

The Tribunal after he aring applicant's counsel passed 

the f o 11 ow in o o r de r on 2 9 • 8 • 0 1 • 

2 • 

''In case the app licant has not been already 

relieved from the post he is said to have 

been holdin g at C8hradun, the impugned transfer 

order as well as movement order dated 04.11.99 

and 16.2 .2 001 shall remain in abey a nce till 

next date. Respondents were also directed to 

dispose of ! the pending representation of 

applicant copy of which is a nnexed a s 

Annexure 10." ' 

Subsequently applicant filed Contempt Petition 

No . 255/01 alleging therein unl a wful disobedience of 

the directions give n by Tribunal on 29.8.01 which was 

still pending so we he ard both the parties on a.A. as well 

as Contempt Pe ti ti on and a re disposing off the same by 

a common order. 

3. It is submitted by a pplica nt tha t he was initially 

t1 

• 

' 

.. 
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as 

... 

appointed as Farm Hand in 1984 in the pay scale of 196 - 1 !r 

232 (Annexure 1) as Group 'D' employee. He was sent for I ~ s 

I 
trainin9 for the post of Veterinary Dresser a t N. O.R.Z., 

H~ ryana, Karna! in 1985. Af ter successful completion of 

trainin g, his c a tegory was changed from Farm Hand to 

Veterinary Dresser rrade II vide letter da ted 10.9.88 

by respondent no. 3 (Annexure 2). Since 1988 he h ad been 

workin o as Veterinary Dresser which is apparant from his 

serv ice book as well(Annexure 4). In the year, 1999 

respondents had passed orde r dated ~1.99 as a result of 

' 
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wh ich applicant was t ransferre d from Dehradu n to Pa ni 
ti 

Tola pursuant to which moveme nt or de r da ted 1 6 . 2 . 01 was 

issued (Annexure 6) . App licant had s ubmitt ed t ha t he ha d 

not been relieved nor was he paid travelling allowance. 

He challe n ged the orders on the gr ou n d that he i s being 

transferred to Assam without givi n g him T. A. when the dist ance 

between Oeh r adu n and Pani Tola (Assam) is 2900 Km . He 

also submitted that he is not atte ndin g office f r om 

31 . 1. 20 11 a nd has submitted an appl ic a tion with medical 

c e r t i f i ca t e f o r 1 e a v e f r om 01 • 1 • 0 1 t o 1 4 • 2 • 2 001 ( Ce r t i f i cat e 

a t Annexure 7) . 

4 • 

er oun ds 

He has challenged these or ders o n the fol lowi n g 

• • 

i) No . T. A. ha s been paid to him . 

i 1) There are 3 sanctione d posts of Veterinary 
Dressers a t ~hradun against which only: 2 
a re working so no justification to transfe r 
him out therefore being aggrieved he ga ve 
representation also on 16 . 2 . 01(Ann exure 8) . 

. . . ' 111 ) 

iv ) 

v ) 

Even the represent a tion has not bee n disposed 
off . 

He is still on strength of res ponde nt no. S . 

' 

~ 
. ., J 

Transfer is done with rnal a fide intention to 
harrass the app licant . 

,\ 

l 13s 
vi) 

vii) 

Ea rlier D. A. 03/01 disposed off by directing 
the respondents to pay sal a ry up to Jan~ a ry, 

2o n1 and ad va nce of T. /'"\ . before ask ing h i m to 
move . He shall also be e ntitled to salary fr om 
the d a te of joinin~ till p a yment of above 
' 3rn ounts. 

l . -
.r 

i·loreover he has come t o know that in or de r dt . 
04 . 11 . 99 he has been shown a s f arm Ha n d bei n g 
tr ansferred on promotion as Veterinary Dresse r 
even though he is alre a dy dresser since 198b a nd j 
the de l a y in is su i n g move men t or de r shows 1 
orders are mal a f1de . I 

r 1y' .. 
c: 
• • Re spo n dents h a ve e xpl a ine d that Mi 1 i tary f a rm !Rhr a dun 

i s au t ho r i s e d to a pp o l n t on 1 y two Vet e r i n a r y Dresse r 

a c c ord i n gl y they h a d appo inted app lica nt a n d his r eal 

b rot her Shr i Sanjuy Yadav as Vety . Dresser on 15. 9 . 88 and 

2 4 . 9 . 9 6 r espectively . The applicant is li abl e to be 

tr <.J nsfcrred , sent on tempor a ry duty etc but he i s a vo i di n c 

~ 
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posting by various means. He has been staying at 

Oehradun as dresser from last 17 years. vide order dated 

04.11.~9 various Veterinary Dressers 1.Jare transferred to 

different places. Applicant and his brother 1.Jho was 

transferred to Kirkee were informed by L.D.C. Sukhbir 

Sinrh, the then clerk Incharge Establishment Section, about 

their posting which is evident from ( 11nnexure CA I). They 
• 

requested orally to c a ncel their posting but office lncharge 

asked them to ciue , representation against it and - a ssured 

them tha t he would not relieve them till such t i me their 

r e liever comes there. 

6. OJrin g Septemper,2 000, 3 more farm Hand of Military 

Farm, Oe hr a dun did their tr a ining for Veterinary Dresser 

out of whom one wa s pasted as Veterinary Dre~ser a t 

£:ehradun itself a fter promotion a nd another Veterin ary 

Dr esser Shri Sushil Sha rm a was tr a n s ferred from Military 

f a rm Mee rut to Milita ry f a rm l:ehr a dun with direction to 

report for duty on 20.12.2000. It was at this st a ge tha t 

Milit a ry F arm {Re c o rd ) vi de their letter da ted 02.s.01 

rem in de d Mi 1 i t a r y Farm De hr a dun to re 1 ieve the in di vi duals 

due to requirement of Veterinary Dresser a t their place 

of postin g . On 27.1.2 001 both the brothers were briefed 

by office Incha r ge tha t they woul d be relieved by the end 

of Janu a ry, 7 001. So they shoubd pl a n their move a nd give 

r equisition for TA/DA adva nce. Inste a d of applying for 

TA-/CA adva nce, aop licant dpplied for 4 days s: asu al leave 

on 27.1.01 a ssuring th a t he would move on 31.1.01 for 

p os t i ng ( Annexure Cri 3). On 31st J a nu a ry he did not join 

but sent a telegram st e tin g himself to be ill (Hnnexure 

CA 4 ) . On 02 .02 . 01 respon dents sent him a tele gram 

to report b a ck a s s a nctioned le ~ve had expired or to 

r e p o r t to l"I i l i ta r y Hosp i t a i , Lu ck now ( Anne xu r e CA 5 ) • 

They h a ve further explained tha t applicant's brother 

wa s . r elie ved on 31.1.01 but applicant could not be moved 

~ 

t 

l 

i 

• 

• 
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out as he was avoiding t t-e same. 

7. On 12. 2 .01 two more Veterinary Dressers were 

promoted a s Veterinary Dresser in Situ , therefore, the 

s ame da y a nother telegr am wa s sent to applicant to resume 

the duty forthwith or dis ciplina ry action would be taken 

against him ( Mnnexu r e CA 6). On s ee in £ this tele gr am Ile 

r epor te d for duty on 15.2.2001 a fter overstaying the 

sanctioned le a ve of 4 da ys to 14 days . He gave a n 

app lication without medical certificate or fitness certificate 

to a peon by a tlachin g only a prescr iption (Mnnexure CA 7& 8 ) 

whi ch is app a r ent from Annexure CA 8 • 

a . It is further submitted by the respondents that on 

15th February, 2001 also applica nt was again a sked to submit 

his TA/CA requisition but he deliberately did not go to the 

c a shier nor filled the forms, in a bsence of wh ich it W?.S 

not possible to release his TA/DA advance therefore, 

af ter cancellin ~ the movement order dated 30.1.01 a s new 

movement order was issue d on 16. 2 . 20 01 but he refused to 

receive the same wh ich was endorsed by the concerned 

staff and ma tter was brou gh t to the notice of officer 

Inchar ge ( Annexure CA 9) . Lo okin g at his attitude a bo ar d 

wa s detailed consistin g of 4 persons for handing over 

movement or de r to app licant in their presence ( Annexure CA-

1 0 ) . Accor c in gly appli ant was called before the board. He 

initially refused to accep t the same but l a ter s a id he 

woul d relaive it afte r 10 minutes but never c ome back af ter 

1 0 minutes . Thereafter another or der was passed on 16.2.2 001 

(Annexure CA 11) to deliver the movement or cer at his residence 

a n d in case he does not show up to paste the same at his hous 

Th e bo a r d members once agai n went to his house to serve the 

movement oroor on a po l ica nt but his wife said, he is not 

a t h ome so t hey pasted th e movement or der a t his ma in door. 

There a fter he wa s struck off from strength on 16.2.2001. 

~ ------~~-----
... 

tt 
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register nor he had filed any 
• 

explain• d thet they received tti• 

ep~aaentatian only with pe titian 

ourt order 1.1hich was immadi tely replied on 

CA 19) thus they explained that appliCllnt could not b• 

given TA/ OA due to his own actions. They also submitted that 

a oplicant has not collected his salary for January inspite 

of several reminders by the Cashier. When he did Rot rec.riv• 

the same on 31.3.2001 it was sent by o.o. dated 31.3.01 for 

Rs. 3 ,256/- to his ne1.1 unit (Annexure CA 13) as the 
• 

financial ye Rr had to be closed in his books. 

1 o. Tribunal disposed off his first D.A. at admission 

stage itself on 08.03.01 with direction to PC¥ his salary 

upto 30.1.01 and advance r~/ on for transfer before asking 

him to move out on posting. His appeal aas replied on 

29.3.01 by sending the same on 3 available addresses stating 

therein categorically that no representation dated 16.2.01 

was received in office (Annexure CA 19). Even thereafter also 

on 21.4.2001 ap plicant was again sent another reminder to 

submit his TA/ DA advance (by re gistered post this time at 

both the addresses of applicant). Letter addressed at Lucknow 

come back undeli e vered (Annexure CA 15&16) on 01.5.2001 so 
• anothe r letter was sent to him to report for duty and to 

submit TA/ DA ~equisition ( Annexure CA 17&1t:i) at both the 

a ddresses. His movement order dated 16.2.2001 1.1as cancelled, 

when he came to know, movement order has been cancelled, he 

i mmedi ~te ly reported on 04.S.01(Annexure CA 19). The same 

day he was given a letter by han d to submit his TA/ DI advance 

requisition and directed toP"spat.e for posting to Pani tola 

(Annexure CA 20). He went to the cashier on OS.S.01 for 

collection of pay after 31.1.2001. He was paid R9.14,24B/-

i . e . t~ L salary upto April, 2001, is pa r direction of the 

Court but once aga in ha did not submit his TA/DA 

• \ 

• 

• 
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equiaition inspite of being asked to do eo by tna 

Cashier. After taking the salary, applicant once again 

did not report for duty after os.s.2001 instead bt aant 

an 8Qplication on os.s.01 (Annexure CA 22) by registered 
' 

post received in office on 09.S.01 re questing there-in for 

leave from 07.5.01 to 21.s.01. He was once again sent a 

te legram on 10.s.01 informin~ him his leave ia not sanctioned, 

report for ciJty immediately. He still did not report, so 

another reminder was given on 16.5. 01 (Annexure CA 24) 

askin ~ him to report back and to submit his TA/r/A 
• 

requisition but 
I 

inspite of it, he has not repotteqfor 

duty nor his where abouts are known. On 09 .8. 01 he fi led 

a n appeal di rectly to the o. o. c.ri.r. uittiout givinc; it 

th rou gh proper channel which is inviol ation of rules and 

app lica nt is liable for disciplinary action. It is relevant, 
• 

tha t his earlier contempt petition was also dismissed on 

on 22.11.01. They ~ave submitted tha t applicant's conciJct 

would show he is a voi din~ transfer on one pre text or the 

othe r a n d is app ro achin g the Court with uncle a n hands as 

he neve r dis closed all these facts therefore this m.A. may 

be dismissed with costs. 

11. They have a lso submitted th at looking at tha welfare 

of troo~s deployed in Nor t her n & Eastern sector, Military 

f a r ms ;:i re expanding thus experience d hands are required a t 

these pl aces in rotation to meet the requirement of service 
• 

which i s most important. They have thus explained that 

transfer of app licant was a routine transfer and not on 

promotio n which was clar ifie d by issuing a ci arificatory note 

da ted 11 • 11 • 9 9 a nd he was shown as Farm Hand by mistake. 
, 

12. lJe ha ve he ard both the counsel and perused the 

ple a dings as well. Counsel for the applica nt had not annexed 

the e ~r lier order with his petition. The same was produced 

before us by respondents at the time of arguments • 

' 

• 
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13. Counsel for the applicant vehementaly argued that 

the applicant was being transferred by treating it, as if 

he was being promoted but since he had been promoted already 

in 1988, the whole premise of transrer ~ets vitiated and 

it clearly shows that applicant is being transferred out d.Ja 

to malafides and on top of it, the respondents did not even 

comply with the Court's directions, therefore, strict \ 

action be taken a ga inst the respondents. We are shocked at 

the aud ~city shown by applicant in this case. It is exactly 

a case where ~pplicant thinks it is better to be on otfensive 
• 

than to be on the defensive side but he proba bly for£ot 

tha t whe n a n individJ al approaches the court or law, he 
.. 

has to ap praach with absolutely clea n hands or face the 

consequences. Courts are meant for delivering justice, 

jus t ice is not only for a pplica nt. Just i ce means justice to 

both side s. This is a case where not only appl icant has 

c ome to the court with uncle a n h an ds but he has a lso abused 

tre precess of l aw an d ha s t ried t c take a dvanta c;e of 
• 

t he interim or der p assed by this Court tha.t too by keeping 

the court in dark ab 'JU t his own actions which cannot be 

permitte d a t a l l . L:e would just elaborate few points to 

shou how applicant h as abused the process of law. 

i ) 

• 

.. 

transfer order was issued on 04 .21.99 but 
app licant was al l owed to continue at same 
pl a ce a t O:hradun as reliever had not joined. 
Movement order issued on 16.2.01 and both · 
these orders were~hallen~ed by applicantby 
filing O.A.no. 3/01 on 4 grounds viz. against 
3 s a nctioned posts only 2 dressers working as 
such his transfer would further decrease the 
stren gth. App licant had al ready represented 
a n d in case of surplus Shri S.Sharma should 
have been tr a nsferred out and that no TA/DA 
has been gi ven to him. Tribunal decided his 
O.A. at admission stage itself on 08 .3.2001 
E_x_.!?P.!S~!~inq speeifically that none of these 
Qrou~s ar!_such which would be valid for 
§Pant of relief to the appliaant. However 
si pce applicant had stated that he h as naith•r 
,been p aid salary for J a nuary , 2001 nor TA~ 
Tribunal directed the respondents to pay him 
.!._al~y upto the month of Janu ary, 2001 
~nd advance of TA befor• asking the applicant 
to move from ~is place of posting. 

- -=""'· -

• 



• 

• • 9 •• • • • • 

Perusal of this Judg ment shows that transrer o~ 

licant had been upheld and all that respondents wer• 

directed was to pay him T~ advance and salary. Respondents 

have demonstrated with documents that on 29.3.01 officer 

I nchar ge informed the applicant that no repreaentation dt. 

16.2. 2 001 h ds been received in office and how he 

has been avoidinp his transfer and movement on one pretext 

or the other. He was also informed throu~h the said reply 

.that inspite of instructions he had neither colledted his 

salary nor TA a dvance requisition was given by him. He has 

alre acy been struck off from strength on 16.2.2001 after · 

the movement order was pasted at his door of the house. He 

bas once again asked to submit his TA requisition so that 

a dva nce and sala ry may be p a id to him before 31st Mar ch, 

20 01 f a ilin ~ which salary woul d be sent to ne~ unit. It was 

als o ma de clear th at if he eoes not collect· · the advance 

and salary, office would not be responsible for same. 

15. Thereafter, a pplica nt filed Contempt Petition No. 

70/01 which too was dismissed on 22nd November , 2001 

after recording that applicant reported on 04 . 5.2001 a n d 

ha s taken the sal ary upto 30.4.2 001 but without submitting 

TA r e quisition inspite ofbein g told by the cashier thereafter 

he ha s not come for dJty . 

16. Therefore, the 1st question is whether applicant 

could h ive filed the 2nd D. A. a gain a ~ainst the same orders 

ob oiously the a nswer is No . It is seen present u.~. was filed 

_on ·17th August, 2 001. In which applicant purposely did not 

file the copy of order passed in 1st 0 . H. and only gave the 

e xtr a ct of directions given to the respondents. 

• 

17. App licant also did not inform the court that he 

wns not attending the duties wit rout any sanction and was 

not re portin g for duty inspite of ~ arious letters askin~ 

him t o r ep ort ba ck an d al·so that he could no t be paid 

• 

• 
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TA as he had himself not submitted the requisition 

for claimin!;' adva nce. He also did not inform the Court 

that he r e ported in of f ice only on 04.s.01 and os.5.01 to 

collect his sala ry upto Apri l, 2002 and after 5th May is 

aga in not reporting for duties . He also did not inform the 

court that his applica tion for lea ve given on 09.5.01 

has been r e j ected by respondents on 10.s. 01 but he did not 

join/repor t back inspite of directions . 

18. He took the stay order from Court on 29.8.01 but 

has not r eported for duty till date even though thexe a re 

many lette rs/tele gr ams on record to show that respondents 

had dir ected the appl icant to report for duty or to submit 

h i s requisition for adva nce which cle ar Jy show that 

appl ica nt had been mi susing the interim orde r gr anted by 

Court. Interim order does not mea n tha t appli cant ca n 

s it a t home without joi nin g the dut i es . The docume nts a nne x-

ed by the responde n ts clearly show that they ha d taken all 

possible steps to comply with the orders passed by Tribuna l 

bu t it was applicant who was himself beha ving in a f a shion 

which i s most unbec . ming of a civil Gover nment servant. 

19 . It goes withou t sayi n g that transfer is a con dition 

of service a nd once a person i s tr a nsfer re d out, he must 

carry it out , spe ci ally when i t is uphel d by the court a lso. 

Arp l ica nt cannot be al lowe d to challen ge it on the ground 

that he has no t bee n p ai d the TA advance, when he has himself 

not appl i ed for same , inspite of sever a l instructions to do 

s o . The con duct of the app licant in this case is so bad, that 

this is a fit case which should be dismisse d with heavy costs, 

in order to de ter su ch persons from repeating their actions. 

20 . Io nutshell from 31 .1. 01 till da te applicant has 

been avo idn g his move on o ne pretext or the other a nd is also 

absent from duty unauthorisedly since 05.5.01 inspite of 

va rious lette rs i ssued by depar tment to 
~ort back for duty, 

t ti 

1 

f 
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The latest letter is dated 01.4.03 which was written to 

the applicant asking him to join ba ck and was shown to us at t 

the time of he a ring. ~P artment has not taken any action 

against the applicant obviously because the mattex 

wes subjudiced. In view of th.e f a cts as explained above 

we give liberty to the departme nt to initi a te disciplinary 

a ctio n aga inst tt-e applicant, in a ccordance with latJ. 

21 . Since all the ave rments made by respo n dents are 

supported by document s a n d they have a lso explained how 

in the order dated 4.11.99 applicant along with his brother 

was wronrly shown as f arm Hand Headquarters have since 

issue d another order on 11.11.99 for amending para 2 in the. 

or de r dated 04 .11. 99 and to read Vet. Dresser as against 

appl ica nt a nd Shri Sanjay Yada v. We a re convinced no relief 

can be c ranted to the appli ca nt • 
• 

22 . It i s correct that the re is mistake in the order 

da ted 4 .11. 99 inasmuch as app licant had been shown as f a rm 

Hands bein ~ tr a n sfe r~e d on promotion . The re spo n de nts have 

amended only the designa tion of applica nt a nd Shri Sanjay 

Yadav by subsequent order dated 11.11. 99 but it wou l d have 

been app r opriate for Headquarters to iss ue a separ a te or de r 

' 

for these t wo persons beca use they are admittedly working as 

Ve t. Bre sser from 1988 a n d 96 respectively , ther e fore, • 

they can not be put on probat i o n now as is rel e cted in or der 

dated 4 .1 1 . 99 . Ther efo re, to tha t extent thi s order s uffers 

from a l a cuna . It i s however rel e va nt to note th a t tr 3nsfer 

o r der had been upheld by this Tribuna l in earl ier O.A. and 

the mo veme nt or de r da t ed 16 . 2 . 01 hds a lready been cancelled 

on 01 . s . 2 0 01. Thereafte r app licant ha s not. reporte d for duty, 

therefore , r espo n de nts coul d not h ave i ssued the movement 
• 

order. Responde nt s are now g iven liberty to i ssue an amended 

orde r & moveme nt or de r for app lica nt. Since respondents have 

expl ai ned the f a cts, it cannot be sa i d that or der was 

i ssu ed with a ny malafide intentio n. Infa ct t he transfer 

or de rs we r e issued by the Headquarters a n d ~itary farm 

l 
' 
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. J 
.. Dehradu7the officer Incha r re had himself not relieved 

the applicant fo:r good almost 1~ years as no reliever ~ ct ~ 

had joined. It wa s only when others were promoted that 

officer Incha r ge briefed both the brothers to move out 

therefore, the a lle ga tion of ma l :i fide s a re tota lly mis con­

ceiv ed. It is seen both the brothers were tr a nsferred by 

s ame or de r. Th ou gh Shri Sanj::iy Yada v carried out the tr a nsfer 

order, appl ica nt played every trick possible to a vo i d his · 

transfer. Such t ype of employees canno t be a llowe d to t a ke a ny 1 

advantage of their ow n misdeeds, that to o by abusi n g the 

p r o c e s s o f 1 aw • The r e for e , i n th e g i v e n f a ct s o f case , th i s 

case is liable to be dismissed loo kin g a t ap p lica nt' s co nduct 

' I it sel f a p a rt f r om me rit of the cas e . This O. A. is, therefore, 

d i smissed with cost of Rs . 2000/ - as agai nst the applica nt 

and in favour of respondents. Interim or ders are vaca ted 

a n d res po n de nts a re given liberty to take disciplina ry 

action a ga inst the a pplicant . 

23 . As f ar as Contempt Petition is c o ncerned , we h ave 

seen , grievance of appl ica nt wa s that his represent a tion 

wa s not dec i ded by re spo n dents inspite o f dire ctions but 

w h e n a pp 1 i ca nt i n i t i a 11 y f i l e d Co n temp t Pe t i ti o n , he di d 

n ot even implead the DDGMf where a s the said re p r e sentation 

was se nt to DOGMF Headqu a rters QMG Branch IR.K. Pu r am , Ne w 

!Rlhi directly. OOGMti was im p le aded as res pondents only 

s ubsequ e ntly but af ter im plead• ent no notice was issued 

by the re gist ry to the newly impleaded res po n dents , therefore, I 
' 

no case f o r contempt i s made out as aga inst OOGMf. The 

representa tion could not have been disposed off by Officer 
, . -

• I 

I n c h a r ge , Ce h r a du n f r om a s i t was neither a ddressed to 

him nor filed in his officE . Therefore , ru t cannot be said thal 
officer lnch ar ce h a d disobeyed the directions willfully. 

24 . Eve n otherwise we have pruse d the entire Con tempt 

Petition . There i s not a single everment in the entire 

contempt petition t ha t applica nt went to report but he wa s 
• I 

J 

\ 

' 



• 

• 

• • 
• 
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not permitted to join as is being suggested by applicant's 

counsel now. On the contrary there are letters on record 

to show that respondents had repeadly asked applicant to 

report for duty and to submit his requisition form for TA 

advance for movem e nt to Panitola but applicant did not apply 

for same . Therefore 1 he ca nnot bl ame the respondents for his 

own actions. Inf act it was recorded even in the Cirst order 

p assed in earlier contempt petition th at ap plicant hell not 

submitte d TA r equisiti on. We a re,ther efore,s atisfied tha t no 

c ase is ma de out for contempt a lso. Acco r di n.g ly Conte mpt 

Pe t i ti on is dismissec . Not ice s issued to respondents are 

dischar i;ed. To sum up Contempt Pe tition i s dismissed with 

no costs but o. A. is dismissed with cost of Rs.20 00/- as 

a£ai nst ap plicant and in f avour of respondents • 

Member-.)" r b ... ! 
• Member-A· 

Brijesh/-

• 


