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Commercial Complex(BDA)
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Dated + 21 APR 1988

CONTEMPT OF COURT APPLICATION NO 24 /88 (
IN APPLICATION NO. 1955/86(F) g
W.P. NO. -/

Applicant Respondent

Smt M. Conlon v/s The Chief Mechanical Enginesr, Southera Reilway,

: Madras & snother

To e i v .

Snt M. Conlon
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4,

Se

No. 54/2, 'Olive villa'
Gospel Street
Bangalore - 560 084

Shri Thomas Peter
Advocate

No. 7, Edward Roed
Bangalors - 560 052

The Chief Méchanical Engineer
Southern Railway
Madras

The Divisional Mechanical Engineer
Southern Railway
Bangalore

Shri M, Sraerangaiah
Railway Advocate

3, S.P. Building

40th Cross, Cubbanpet
Bangalore - 560 002* e

Subject ¢ SENDING COPIES OF ORDER PASSED BY THE BENCH

Please find enclosed herswith the copy of ORDER/$k/ MIPERMRCORINK

m t of Court

t -
passed by this Tribunal in the above said[f%éﬁfk tlon on 12-4-88
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Encl ¢ As above
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- @ CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
BANGALORE

. DATED THIS THE 12TH DAY OF APRIL, 1988

Hontble Shri Justice K.S. Puttasuamy, Vice-Chairman
Present and
Hon'ble Shri P. Srinivasan, Member (A)

CONTEMPT OF COURT APPLICATION ND.24/1988

Mrs. M. Conlon,
W/o. E.P. Conlon,
No.54/2, 'Olive Villa',
Gospel Streset,
Bangalore. eee Petitioner.
(shri Thomas Peter, Advocate)
Ve

1. The Chief Mechanical»Engineef,

Southern Railway,

Madras. -
2. The Divisional Mechanical-~

Engineer, Southern Railuay, .

Bangalore. s Contemnore.

(shri m. Sreerangaiah, Advocate)

This application having come up for hearing to-day,

Vice-Chairman made the following:?

GRDER

In this application madse under Section 17 of the

Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985 and the Contempt of

Courts Act, 1971 ('the Acts) the petitioner has moved
s to punish the contemnors for non-implementation of

n order made by this Tribunal on 24.7.1987 in her

favour in Application No.1955 of 1986 QAnnexure-A).

2. [ her Application No.1955 of 1986, the patitio-
ner has sought for a direction to the Contemnors: for
payment of family pension stated to have become dus to

her on the facts pleaded in her application. On an

x \
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examination of that claim, a Division Bench of this
Tribunal consisting of one of us (Shri P. Srinivasan,
member (A) and Shri Ch. Ramakrishna Rao, Member (3)

expressed thus:

"4, uWe, thereforse, direct the

applicant to approach the DOPO,
Mysore. A copy of the cich-
lar letter of the Railway
Board dated 19,9.1986 will be
given to her by Sri Sreeranga-
jiah so that she could meet ﬂhe
DP0 along with the circular
We, direct the respondents in
this application viz., Chie
Mechanical Enginner and Divi-
~sional Mechanical Engineer,
Bangalore to inform the DPO),
Mysors to extend every help

to the applicant in getting
the matter settled and in
yetting whatever she is enti-
tled to in terms of the circu-

lar referred toc above. \e

luay
the

howaver expect that the Rail

‘authorities will also’taka

necessary initiative in the

matter themselves and contéct

the applicant at her address

and render her every help Af

that is possible. That is the
least that they could do as :
model employers. This shouldv‘
be done within four months

from today."

The petitioner claims that the contemnors have not
implemented these directions and thergfore they are

liable to be punished under the Acts.




3. Shri Thomas Peter, learned Counsel for the
petitioner. contends that the contemnors had not
implemented tne directions issued in favour of his
client within the time permitted by this Tribunal
and, therefore, they are yuilty of contempt of

this Tribunal,

4, Shri M, Sreerangaih, learned Counsel for the
contemnors contends that the observations made in
A.No., 1955 ontQQ@ %?Q?ft be really treated as the
direction made and that even otherwiss, the conteg-
nors are making every esarnest effort to settle the
family pension, if any due to the petitiocner in

accordance with law,

;:'UI ?t ,
5. ¢ - =Ue.uili'évéh assume that what had been expressad

by this TriHUnalfué?gJﬁbk mere observations‘but uere
directions to the contemnors and examine the questions
on that basis only. But then also, we are satisfied
that the contemnors are making very genuine efforts to
settle the family pension due to the petitioner. The
nature of the controversy raised is such that some
delay is inevitable. We cannot even fix any dead line
for complying with the directioné on the pseculiar facts
and circumstances of the case. In these circumstancss,
we consider it proper to drop these contempt of court
proceedings uiéh appropriate observations. Uevthere-
fore drop these contempt of court proceedings. But

we do hope and trust that the contemnors will continue
their earnest eFfo?ts and settle the family pension if

any due to the petitioner in accordance with lau, uwith
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all such expedition as is possible in the circumstances
of the case. But, in the circumstances|of the case,

we direct ths parties to bear their oun| costs.
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