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CENiftAL ADMINISTHATIVE TRIBUNAL 
ALLAHABAD BEN Qi 

ALLPj!ABAP 

Cj yi l (;ontempt Agg li cation No.~ .Qi 1996 
.!.n 

Original ApplicSati~n No. 1251 JU.. !i22 
Allahabad this the -~ C - day of ~· __ 1997 

Hon'ble or. R.K. Saxena, Member J) 
H • Bawe a Me er A 

K. C. Sl'ivast ava Son of Late Sl'i Jai Prakash Lal, 
Retired Office &aperintendent-ll, o. R.M. (P), N. E. 

Railway, Varanasi. 

Applicant 

By Adyo cate Sri H. S. &iva staya 

vs 
l. Slri C. L. Kaw, Olair•an, Bailway Board, Bail 

Bhawan, New Delhi. 

2. Sri Som Nath Pandey, General Manager, N.c.Railway, 
Gorakhpur. 

3. Sri Trilok Nath Perti, Divisional Railway Manager, 
N. E. Railway, Varanasi. 

"1P. Parties 

By Adyo cate St'i Lalj i Sinha 

By Hon' ble Dr. .R. K. Saxena, Jycii cial Member 

The applicant - K. C. Srivastava has filed 

this contempt petition with the prayer that the opp­

osite parties be punished for non-compli.nce of the 

judgme nt of the Tribunal given in the o. A. No • .1551 

of 1992 K. C. Sriv•stava Vs. Union of India and Others, 

decided on .15. ll. 1995. 

2. The opposite parties have filed :th• 

reply and it is averred 

the petition but at the same ti .. 

anamoli•s as ware indicated. 
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Board is claimed to have considered the anamolie s 
(. 

and amen~the earlier instructions- tfie copy of whidl 

has been brought on re cord. It is further contended 

that the case of the applicant shall be considered in 

the light of the amended circular dated 31.12.1996 

of the Board. In the end, unqualified apology was 

also tendered. 

3. Ihe applicant did not file any rejoinder despite 

the fact that sufficient opportunity was given. The 

result, therefore, is lhat the applicant was debarred 

from filing any rejoinder. 

4. ffle .have heard the learned counsel for tbe 

parties and have perused the re cord. 

5. Iha perusal of tbe copy of j ucigment in o. A. 

No • .155.l/92 K. C. Sl'ivastava Vs. Union of India and Others 

decided on .15/9/~5 reveals that the Q.A. was dismissed. 

It was clearly held that the applicant was not entitled 

to the benefit of appointment on compassionate ground 

and the relief claimed was not admissible to him. Thus. 
I.. 

so far as the matter relate4 to the applic.nt w11 &QA 

ca»lie-, it was negatived. The Tribunal, however, 11ide 

certain observations pointing out the anamolies in tbe 

instructions contained in the letter dated 27/6/ 1990, 

and the provisions of Para 529 of the Indian Rati.ay 

Medi cal Manual. It was exp• cted of tbe 

to have conside~hat •sp•ct f~ re 

That observation or the 

thereof 
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Apart from it, the opposite parties have brought 

on re cord the circular dated 31.12. 1996 and other 

connected letters to establish teat the q)matter· about 

removal of anamolies as pointed out earlier was con­

sidered by the Board and necessary instructions were 
. 
issued. In view of this fact, we do not find any case 

of con tempt. The contempt proceedings •re, therefore, 

dropped and notices issued to th~ opposite parties a.re 

discharge~. 

~~~ 
Member 
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Member (J) 

/M.M./ 
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