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CENTRAL A.DAlNISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 

A LIAHA8AP BENQi 

Civil Centempt Petition No~ 54 ef 1995 

IHI~ nJS 17TH ll'}Y Cf' APRIL. 199~ 

HCN .MR. JUSTICE B .C.SAKSENA, V .c .• 
HQi I MR. s. PAS GtfT6., Ma.\BER(A, 

Hari Shanker Tripathi 
Son of · 5r1 Harsu Prasad Tripathi 

R/e D-2!>/21 Ganga Mahal 
Bangeli Tola, Varanasi. '•'•1

• •• Applicant 

BY ADVQCA TE SHRI VISHlN GUf TA 

Versus 

s.c. Jain~ Divisional Cccnmercial 
Manager, eastern Railway, Moghal 
Sarai, Varanasi 

0 R D ER(Cktl j 

Jl.5TICE B,C,5A1SSENb.V,C. 

••• 1• Respondents 

we have heard the learned counsel f or the parties•. 

The applicant had filed GA 1515/94 challenging an order 

dated 8 1.11.93 by which the applicant had been suspended 

in contemplation of Departmental proceedings•. A Oivisie~ 

Bench of this Tribunal at the aanission stage itself ~· I 

passed an order on 111.11.94 exparte i •.e to say ~ 

-in the absence of any notice having been issued. iha 
e) 

said order directtlB.I the respondents to serve a char99 

sheet on the applicant within two months from the date 

of service of the erder and complete the inquiry within 
I 

six months f rem the date of service of the char99 sheet- i 

It was further provided that in case the charge sheet ~-

is not served within the appeibted time, the erder ef 
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SS 2 : I 

auspenai•n shall st.nd aut .. atlcally revoked • 

• 

2·. The respendents 1n their CoWlter affidavit have indicated 

that th• order of suspension had already been revoked on 

131.4·.94 and a charge sheet ws also issued to the applie.nt 

dated 7-4•.94. Since the applicant has not been attending th• 

off ice and had been absconding and his M\ereabouts .-re not 

known the •rder revoking the suspension as also the charge 

sheet could net be served. Be that as it •ay. we are 

considertng the question of disobedience in complying the 

directions given in the order dated ll .ll•.94•. The learned 

CO\l'lsel for the applicant has not been able to indicate any 

specific directions given therein .tlich can be sai.4l to have 

not been complied~ ~ihe passing of the order by this 

Tribunal ~the applicant has also been served with the 

charge sheet • The erder dated llr.J.1 1.94 only provided that if 

the charge sheet was not served within two •onths. the order 

of suspension shall stand revoked. There is no further 

di.rectionl. 

3. The learned counsel for the applicant tried to urge 

that under the relevant provision of certain rules the 

applicant would be entitled to arrears of salary ~tc if the 
~,..,\ssurn 

order of suspension is revoked. l'o such would be 
~-r~, 
~~inable 1n a contempt petitiont. The contempt petition 

therefo;-e fails and is accordingly di$1111ssed. Notices issued 

to t_j-Fsponden~s are discharged•. 

tAfMBER(kf I 
Dated: 17th Apri,l. 1996 
Uv 
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