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Central Administrative Tribunal, Addl.Bench, 
Allahabad. 

~ ... 

I 

Uated This the l~th Pebruary,l997 • 
• 

Coram: Hon•ble ur.R.K.saxena,JM. 
Hon•ble Mr ~.s.Baweja,~~ 

cont.tM;l\ etti·tioo Nq; I 232 of 1924, 

lN 
QRlQlNAL AfPl..lCA'f leN NO; 227 of J.9'bl. 

Basudev Thakur son of Late Sri Agnu Thakur, 

resident of Quarter No: 7F, Railway Road, 

• • Applicant4 

yE#SUS; 

1. uilip singh Rawat, commandant, 

39,GOrkha Training Centre, 

Varansi Gantt, Varanasi. 

2. Lal oei Lova, Quarter Master General, 

39, Gorkha Training Centre, Varanasi 

Cantt, varanaii. 

• •• 

(C/Qfs. Km.Sadhna Srivastava) 

order enclosed) •• 
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Thfsecontempt proceeding"Sha~been started by one 
Ba sud eva Thakur against Dilip Singh Raw at, COmmandant 
39GTC and Lal l)ei Lova, Q..tarter Master General, 39 GTC, 

The contention of 1he applicant is that judgment which 
wqs delivP-red in O.A.No227 of 1993 Basudeva Thakur Vs. 
Union of India and others, decided on 24.12.1993_,has not 
been COOJplied.lherefore, the cpposite parties are pr•.&.ctl 
to be punished . 

2. A perusal of the judgement annexure (A-1) which has 

been brought on record ~longwith the contempt application~ 

goes to show that the appointment of the app6icant on the 

post of ·.:~emporary baraer was cancelled. The "T'ribunal held 

the order of the teraination of servic~dated 27.3.1991 

as illegal. It was fuctber observed that. the applicaQt 

would be deemed to continu' in serv~ce fram~h& date of 

his appointment with effect from 11.1.19911.. The wages were 

not allowed to be given.u~rections were again given to the 

responaenta to allow the applicant ~ work on the post of 

his appointaent within a p•rioci of 15 days from the date 

the oraer was served_ 

2. cpposite parties h~v• contested the case •nd filed 

counter affidavit of Dilip Singh Rawa~. It is contended 

in this affidavit that the compliance of the judgment bas 

been made. Km.Sadhna Srivastava, points out that the 

appointment ••s given to the applicant vide order dated 

18.3.1995 Annexure (CA. 2) with effect frQR 6.1. 1994. It 

wa a further contend eel that the salary for the period 

atarted from 6.1.1994 till the actual date of order of 

appoint.en;has also been paid to the applicant. This 

fact was denied tJy the applicant ill the rejoind~r.l'oday, 
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3. 

Km.Sadhna Sr~vastava, has shown us the receipt dated 

15.11.1996 showing the payment of Rs26,940/- as the 

arrears of pay frOID 6.1.1994 to 17 .3.l9S5. It appears 

that after having received the arrears Of salaty, the 

applicant has lost interest in the case. A perusal of the 

record shows that right from 5.2.1996 onwards and till * 
ted~, the learned counsel for the applicant has failed to 

ap,ear. 

J. It is established from the facts as are brought 
k~~ 

on record that the conapliance of the proceedings ar• ~ 
~ ~ 

belat~The r•spondents were directed to reinstate the 

applicant within .15 days frocn the date of receipt of the 

judgment dated 24.12.1993. The order of appointment 
"-annexur• CA2, was issued on la.J.~S. In this way. near 

about l5 mo!lths __ w•re consumed by the q,posi te parties .. 

in cwp liance with the girect1ons. It is argued on behalf 

of the Cilposite parties~hat no doubt the delay was 

caus~ butn~~=s~~;~sated by giving arrears of sala.ty. 
I\ 

~e the •~lJcaAt. In the contempt proceedings, the 
• 

element of disObedience is •lways t~ken into consideration 
• 

The compliance made within the period of 10 months in 

place of l~ days 1$ not appreoi•ble. We deprioate this 

attitude • 

A~~a~, that the 
"" . compliance made •nd salary J.s paid to the applicant, we ,. 

clrOp the proceedings and discharge the notic!_~! 
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MEMBER(J) • 
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