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tral Adminisfrative Teibunal
daimrre Bench, Jaipun

OA,/TA/MP. NO. . cceviviiniieniiiemvaionenn e /199

Shankfrz,al oo NETSUS o merrssemmEL P Do Singh
Date of Order Orders

CEP/95 /94 (0OA/212/88)

13.3.95 Shri P.M. 3t :ora, osupsel £or the petitiomer.

Shri M. Rafii, brief hollSer for
Shri Praveen Bsluada, coaazz]l for the respondsnts.

This is 3 Jontempt Petition %h stating therein thet
the respondents is not paving the salary to the epplicent/

petitioner for the poriod from 3.2.%3 L6 29.9.93 znd has

N oty

. committed dis-obedience Of the directisns of g Division
Bench of this Tribunzl, issued in OA 212/88 by ar order
dated 29.8.93, which reads as follows 2~
“In the resnult, the 0A 13 allowed and the verbal
termination ocder datad 27.2.38 ig set aside und
the applicant. sholl be treated as Zasual Labour of
the rezsipdents. As far as the guesid o of back
vanes are conceraed, we are act inclined to nass
an arder &nd the getitioner i Jirected €5 move
#n applizatiosn under Se=.33(e)(2) of the I.D. act
A be fore the Labour Courkt for commttation of the
- wageu accerding to law and he vill be entitled
for fatuare wagss withodt comgutation
- : 2. In the reply f£iled on Deh:zlf of the regpundents,
they have steted thit the applil-ne he3d been taken back on
Auty on 29.,9.,93 and sincs the arplizant had not worked
from 3.2.93 to 29,9,93 with the respondents, he is not
entitled to clzaim wages for this pericd. 2s the applicant
has been taken back on daty in com:liapce of the directions
of this Tribun:l, ve find that there was no dip-obedience
of the order in guestiosn. 3o far as his cliim for wages
for the pericd from 3.2.53 o 26,%.93 is <concerned, the

spplicant may seak approwriite renedy before a competent

legal forum.

3. We 3o nt £ind any sahstance in this Contempt
Petition now and the same is therefare disndszsed.
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