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ORIGINAL APPLICATION NOM«:. 830 or 2uQr.
Datea thie Thursaay, the 1a4tn ocay ot Fepruary, 2002.
CORAM . Hon‘pile Sart 8. N. Bahadur, Memper (A).

Er. K.v., Prasaaarao, { .
R/o. Type ‘¢’ 1208, 77 °
Mehry nNagar,

Nashix Hoag - 422 107, - : ' - App licant.

{1ln rerson) =~ R
VEHRSUS

union or Ingia through %

Thne Deputy General Manager,

Inaia Security Press, _
Macshik Hoaa - AZY? 101, - Responaente.

{4y Agvocate Shri V. 5. Masurxar) 2

ORDER {ORAL)

PER - Snri B. N. B8ahaour, Member (A).
Applicant in Pereson. Snri v. S, Masurkar for tne
Regpongaents,
z. At the outser, T have heara botn sides on M.P. nNoO.
1022/01, which Applicant states, was not heard eartier. Praver

(A) & (B) of this M.P. have been seen. 1In regara to prayver (A},
the Learnsda counege: for Responoente states +that per

direcrtions vigde Roznama orger datea 25.01.2002 at: poeeible
recorde wil! pe proauced 1if requirea py Triounat, ana thise
inciuges documente referrea to aieoc. 1In regara to Praver (B) it
nas to be rejecrea summarily in view ot the unfortunate remarxs
mage therein. Praﬁer (B) ie rejecteaq. M.P. NO. 1022701

therefore stands disposed of accordingiy.
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3. Tne O.A. wae then taren=up for hearing ana tne Appticant
again pressea tnat records bhe geen. T nave been provigea witn
tne retevant original fite in tne case. 1 have tgeen the retlevant
part wnicn pertaing T the iecsue or enhancemant of Subsistence
Allowance te the applicant.” Thise 1ig a note datea 02.02.2001
initiated by F.A.ECAYH ™4y ana .aacidgea finailty by the General

Manager (.M.). .Thig 1€ ‘aiscuseea aneada: i ..

a. I nave neard’ tTne- appticant -in person, and nave also
heara tne lLearnea Counsei for Reepdnoente; 8nri V.S. Masurkar.
the Appricant “etaten that a decision ie peing delavea ana ne is
suffering. The otner argumente he triea to maxke wae witn’

reterence to factse 1in crimina! case., whicn naturally cannot be

gone inte by thie lripunaly™ -

5. . The issue in this 0.A. can pe decided witn reference to
this Note or 02.02.2001, where the matter nae been congidereg by
Reesponoente. Tt ie ceen that the aqueetion of coneigering tne
increase in rate ot suspsistence Allowance trom 50% to 78% nas
not vet been decided. 7Tt ie eeen trom the above note tnat some
reporte are callea ror to decide tne iesue wnetner the applicant
je co.operating in tnhe criminal case or not. Be that as it may,
tne period ot three monthe ‘from the date or suspension ended on
10.07.200t and we are now in February, 2002. Even though it 1is
fully 3juetifiec on the part of the Responaente to f€ry to
ascertain facte, ac they are doing in terme of the note or

sae 3
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02.02.2001 (page n/58), it cannot be gaineaid that the time taken
bevend Juiy +ti11 toaay iz far to mucn in exceee ot wnat should
have been requirea for tnic purpoge. Tt will now pe justifianie,
therefore, to disposeof  thie O0.A. . with directione to tne

Respongente te taxe a decision on thie issue within a time frame.

5. Thie O.a. ¥ ‘accoraingiy disposea of with tne foiiowing
directione/oraers & R S N
(1)} The Respongente ‘are': directed. to - take a decision

regarding ennancement of subsistence ailowance on merite, within
a period of one month Fron the ‘date of receipt of a copy of tnie
orger alongwith reasons.” “The appticant should be informea or the
decision taken. In case the Applicant ie aggrieved by euch a
gecision, he 1ieg free to come up tc this Triounal in accoraance

with ,aw.

- . . /-H -
{i1) jhere witl be no oroers as to costs.

b bdoie
- m

MeMEEE (AT,

B

osY



B A T

»

4'!2?&9

*

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
MUMBAI BENCH

CP.NO.46/2002 in 7TH JUNE., 2002
0A ND.830/2001

Heard $hri K.V.Prasadrao. applicant in person. Shri

V“é,Masurkar, Counsel for Respondents.
"6 Single Bench by order dated 14/2/2002 directed respondents to
take a decision regarding enhancement of subsistance allowance
w;thin cne month from date of receipt of copy of the order. 'The
décision has been taken by respondents on 19/2/2002.

The applicant gtates that while enhancing subsistance
allowsnce on 19/3/2002, *the suspension was  also. revoked. He
contends that the two ordegcxndd not be passed on same day. It
is not necessary for us to go into the auvestion in respect of
effect of the two orders passed on same day. Be it as it is, we
do  not consider it necessary to take sction under Contempt of
Court Act as the order standé complied with. In case applicant
has any grievance against the compliance of arder, if he has
another remedy under law then alone he can get his grievance
redressed.

CP-46/2002 falls and is dismissed,

Copy of order on CP~46&/2002 be issued to the applicant by

-
18/6/72002.
Soem ¥ 4,
(SMT.SHANTA SHASTRY ) ‘ (BIRENDRA DIKSHIT)
MEMBER(A) VICE CHAIRMAN
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