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(OPe n Court) 

IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
ALLAHABAD BEN:H 

Dated.Allahabad.this 1st February.2001 

CORAM : Hon•ble Mr.s.oa ya l. Member (A) 
Han• ble r-tr.Rafiq Uddin. Member (J) 

c_c_P_._l_3..:./_9_9 __ i_n_.....-o.:;,r.;:i;.iiiig:.:::.ina 1 At>P 1 ica tio n NO, 81 2 of 1 9 95 

K.V.Pra sad S/0 La t e Ba bban Prasad 

Retired u.o.c •• c.P.w.o •• 

Resident of B-13. Ashok Naga r Extension. 

Allahabad 

••••••• Applicant 
counse l for the applicant : Shri v.B.L.Srivastava 

VERSUS 

Shri s .K.Jain. 

The Pay and Accounts officer. 

C .P. W.D.( NZ ) East Block No.4. 

R. K.Puram. New Delhi-22 

• • • • • • • Respondent 

counsel fo r the Respondent : Shri s.chaturvedi 

0 R D E R (open court) 

(Order by Hon'ble Mr.s.oayal. AM) 

The applicant has filed this Contempt Petition 

for a d irection to t he Respond ent to make payment of 

verified claim to the applicant with penal interest 

forthwith and to punish the respondent for contempt 

of this Tribunal. 

Shri prem Sagar Verma proxy counse l for 

Shri v.B.L.Sriva stava. Learne d Counsel for the applicant 

is prese nt for the applicnnt and Shri Pa nkaj Srivastava 

proxy counsel for Shri s.chaturvedi is present for the 

res pondent. 

we find from the order in the o.A. No.812/95 

dated 10.12.1997 that the Re s p ondents were directed 
\ 

to r econcile the position with r egar d to payment 

claimed by the 

~the Respondent 

applicant and payment actually made by 

by a s socia ting the applica nt a long with 
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t~e concerned departmental representatives within a 

period of three months taking into account the claims 

made by the a pplica nt in paras 6.6. and 6.7 of the 

application. In case any payment became due to the 

applica nt the same was to be arranged to the applicant 

wi~~in a period of one month af t er completion of recon-

ciliation. In c ase . no payment was due the detail 

reply was to be g iven to t he applica nt within the 

period of three months f r o m the date of receipt of 

the orde r. The Tribuna l a lso a llowed inte rest of 1~ 

for any delay in payment from the date of r e tirement 

and for the l ate accounta l of the missing credits in 

the r espective yea r s as per extant rul e s. 

The Respondent s have fi l ed their counte r Reply. 

The Resoondent s have examined in detail the cla ims 
• Lfound 

of the applic a nt and/that all amount mentio ned the rein -
had a lready been taken into account and paid to him. 

The applica nt was i nfor med al l these f a cts by letter 

dated 6 .4 .1 998 . The ?pplica~t was given opportunity 

to visit t he of £ice of the Res1.ondent vide l etter 

dated 30 . 4. 1 998 a n d 10.9.1998. But the applica nt did 

not turn up. Lette r oated 8 . 12.1998 was r e ceiv ed from 

the Superintending Eng ineer in which he had mentioned 

details o f payment due . The said l e tter was exa:nined 

in detail with r eference t o the records and it was 

f o und t hat a ll the due payment mentioned therein had 

a lready been paid to the applicant a nd noth i ng f urther 

was due. The Superintending Engine er was requested to 

depute the Divisional Accountant for r econcilia tion of 

fig ures by the Division Office. The Divisiona l Accoutant 

vis ited the office of the Respondent on 18.2.1999 and 

examined the documents/records as well as discus sed 

\.the c a s e in de tail with the Respondent and got hi~elf 
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satisfied. The Divisional Accountant wrote a letter· 

on 3 0 . 3 .1999 mentioning t h a t a fter cons ulting the 

r ecords h e could not identify any outsta nding amount 

in r espect of the applicant. It has a lso been mentioned · 

in the counter Reply that payment of ~.861.00 had been 

made to the a pplicant in r esponse to the detail claim 

made by him after full r econciliation balance by the 

Responaent s . The applica nt has filed his Rejoinder 

in which h e still ~ m.atntains "'·tha t fie. was to be paid 

~.19. 325.00 but only ~.861.00 was paid to him. He 

a l s o co ntends the f act tha t ~.1175.00 h ave been included 

in t h e amount of ~. 3201.00 paid in the month of May.1984. 

we find that the applicant was giv e n an o pportunity 

to scrutinise the r ecords which he did not a v a il of. ~ 

Respondent s have claimed that full payment has been 

made to the applicant and have nothing due to pay. 

I n the circumstances we find no case for contempt 

s urvives against the Respondents. The Contempt 

Petition is dismissed. Notices iss u ed are discharged. 

No order as to cost. 

AM 
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