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(By Km .S .Srivastava , Advocate ) 

OR r ER 

(By Hon 'b le Mr S K.Agrawa 3 , Member (J) ) 

This is an applica 

Administrative Tribunal Ac 

order passed 

ion under Section 17 of 

1985 arising out of the 

in 0 .A .No .5 74 93 on on 15-4-1993 

2. 	This Tribunal vide 

gave the fo 1 owina directi 

its order dated 15-4-9 

ftAac rdinctly, the ffspondents are directe 
consider the pleas aised in the represen 
of the applicant a dispose it of with s 
ord7s within one nth from the date of 

contd.. 

to 
at ion 
itable 

/2p 
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communication of this o 

representation is not d 

may be allowed to conti 

The application stands 

no order as to costs." 

der. Till such time t e 
sposed of, the applica t 
ue in the present post 

isposed of accordingly with 

3. 	It is stated by the applicant that the 

applicant served a copy of the order dated 15— 93 

of the ordler -dated 15— 

upon respOndent No.1 pe Sonally on 23-5-93 and opy 

93 alongwith an applica ion 
were sent 	respondent No.2 by U.P.C., but res ondents 

did not dispose off the representation of the applicant 

in time. It is also sta ed that respondents al .o did 
not permit , the applican on duty and not payin the 

salary. Therefore a prayer has been made to pu ish 

the alleged contemners or contempt. 

A_ 

counter that order dated 

to the oppOsite parties 

However, a photostat cop 

was received on 7-5-93 w 

attested anyone. It 

petitioner was asked to 

letters mentioned in par 

did not retort on duty. 

the D.G., C.R.P.F. vide 

4. 	Show cause was f led. It is stated in t 

15-4-93 was communicated 

y the Court on 4-6-93. 

of the order dated 15-4-93 

ich was unsigned and n t 

s also stated that the 

!port on duty vide offi e 

.1C of the counter, but he 

It is 	further stated that 

'ts order dated 9-9-93 h 

already disposed off his representation and the 

applicant was allowed to continue the present po t 

till his disposal of representation vide order dated 

06-8-93 of Dy.Director 	n.) and accordingly 0 

RFT, was asked to allow th 

the present post till his representation is disp sed 

off vide letter dated 1C-  —93. It is further st ted 

titioner to continu 

contd.. /3p 
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ig that the period w.e.f. 6-4-93 to 14-9-93 has alr 

been reoularised as L.H.P. with no leave salary 

Rule 25(1) CCS(Leave Rule) 1972. Hence the app 

was not entitled to salar and this application 

devoid of any merit and 	able to be dismissed. 

5. No Rejoinder has been filed. 

court's order constitute 

deliberate. It is the 

of the app icant to prow that the action of the 

contemners to disobey th order of this Tribune 

intentiona . Mere delay n compliance of the di 

order of this Tribunal d s not constitute conte 

it is wilful. 

6. Disobedience of 

only when it 1.3 wilful or 

ady 

nder 

icant 

contempt 

duty 

alleged 

1 was 

ections/ 

pt unless 

7. 	In the instant c se no case of wilful disobedience 

of the order/directions •  if this Tribunal could 

established by the appli•ant against the alleged contemners. 

On the perusal of the pl adings of the parties 	appears 

that becat4e of the non ommuncication of the order of 

this Tribu al representa ion was not disposed o f within 

time, but t was disposes off vide order dated 	9-93. 

It also api.)ears that dir ctions were also issue, to 

continue the applicant o the present post till the 

disposal 	representati n. The period of able ce 

from duty Was also regularise d as LHE. Therefor: the 

applicant was not entitl for salary for this p riod. 

8. 	In view of the f • regoing discussion, we are 

of the considered opini that no case of wilfu 

disobedience could be e tablished by the applic ant 

con .../4p 
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aaainst the alleged cont 

9. 	We , therefore, crsmiss this contempt pe 

and notice issued again .t the alleged contemne 

hereby discharged. 

47r1;  MBER(A) 

/satya/ 

ition 

s are 

mners. 


