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OPEN C OURT ' · 

CENTRAL ADMINISTRAT I VE TRIBIDA L 
ALLAHABAD BENCH 

ALLAHABAD . 

Dated : This the 07th day of March 2002 

Contemft Application no . 05 of 2002 

i n 

origina~ Applica tion no . 486 o f 2001 

Hon' b le Mr . Justice R . R. K. Trivedi. vc 
Hon'ble Ma j Gen K. K. Srivastava . AM 

Rumesh Ch a ndra Pa tel ••• Applicant 

By Adv : Sri c . Prakash 

VERSUS 

Col . A. s . Chana. Commander works En gineer, 

Al lahalz>ad . 
• •• Respondents 

By Adv : ••• 

0 RD E R 

Hon' b l e tft..r. Justice R . R . K. Trivedi. v .c. 

Th i s contempt appl ication has been Diled f or 

punishing t he r espondents f or commiting contempt of t his 

Tribunal . 

2. The facts are that th.e applica nt filed Oh n o . 1 3 

of 2000 in t n i s Tribunal v1hich was decided fina l l y o n 

17.1') . 2000 . Tne a J.)plicant claimed before t his Tr ibt1nal 

f o r a direct ion t o t he r e spondents t o r egul arise h im in 

t h e e stablishment on the basis of h is work d o ne during 

t h e period fro m 1984 to 1985. The Tribunal dispos ed of 

t he CA oy f6~lowing orders :-

" For the above the compt.tent authority in the 

res p ondents establishment is direct e d to decide 

the pending representation of t he a pplica nt 

dated 05.04 .1 999. cop y o f which has been annexed 

a s annexure A- 4 to the o .A. by reasoned , spea~ing 

and detaile d order within three months from the&.te 

of communica tion of thi s order. The o . A . is 

decided accordingly .~l"---------~ •• • 2/-
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3. In pursuance of tl"e aforesaid order dated l 7 .10. 2000 

the respondents decided the representation by detailed 

order on 23.12.2000 (Ann 3), which was challenged .in 

o.A. 486 of 2001. The second OA was decided finally 

on 1 9 .07.2001. The dire ction given by this Tribunal was 

to the following effect;-

"CA is accordingly disposed of finally \olith the 

direction to commander works Enginee r (respondent 

no. 3) toe xamine the claim of the ap;>licant again 

in the light of letters. mentioned above. and 

• 

pass a reasoned order ,.,ithin two months from the aate 

a copy of t his order is filed before him." 

4. In pursuance of the direction g iven on 17.10.2000 

the Commander works Engineer, reexamined the matter and 
• 

rejected the claim by order dated 06.10.2001. Thus the 

order has been complied with. We do not find that any case 

of contempt is made out. contempt Application is rejected. 

However, if the applica nt is aggrieved, he may challenge 

the order in original side. 

s. There s hall be no order as to costs. 

Vice-Chairman 
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