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IH ·rHE: CE:N·ri:<AL AD1'1INff:rRll,'£IVE ·rtUE.UNAL,.JAifUt<. 8E1'l:H,.JAIPUR. 

Date of Decision: 09.10.2003 

CP 8/2003 (OA 219/97) 

Arvioo t~uma1: s/1:i Shri Kam sw.2rv)p r:/0 Chudiya Darwaja, Ward N·J.15, 

tlindauncity, Distt. Sawaimadh.:.pur. 

Petitioner/Applicant 

Versus 

1. Shri V .D.Gupta, Genet·al M.ana9.:r, w/Rly, Chur•:::l1qata, Mumbai. 

2. Shri R.~.Meena, Divisi·Jnal Rly r-tana9.:L·, N•:it:th-V'Vest Railway, Jaipur 

Division, Jaipur. 

3. Shri I.C.Sharma, Divisio:1nal tUy Man2ger, W/iUy, Kot.2. 

4. Shri B.B.Sharan, Di11isi0nal 1.-Uy 1'1ana.·;;Jer, W/Rly, Ajrn;r. 

... Re.spvndents 

COKAf'l: 

tiON'ELE MR.1'1.L.CHAIJt:IAN, ,JUDICIAL MEMBER 

HOW BLE N.R.A.K.BHAHDAfH / ADMINIS'ffiA'rIVE MEMBER 

For the Applkant/Petitioner 

For the Re.spundents ... 
Mr.P.P.Mathur 

1'1r .s .s .Hasan 

ORDER (ORAL) 

·rhe present C·Jntempt l?etiti . .Jn has been filed t·y the applicant.I 

patiti,:>net· aqain.st the alle;Jed vi.:>lati·Jn .Jf the .:icder d=ited ~ .• 7 .2002, 

passed in CJA .:::19/~17. while di.sp.:ainq of the a.~id OA, this rriounal in 

para-6 had observed as under : 

2. 

reply. 

"6. In the ei:insp:!•:::tu.s .:,f the .:::ir.:::um.s':.:m.:::es as di.::.:::u:is·~d ao:ive a.nd 
havin.;J taken a n•:ite that resp.)ndent;::; ai::-e nJw ')·.)inq t·J app::;int the 
applicant in a clerical cate;J·XY, we direct tha t·espJndents to 
issue a letter ·:·f app)intment tu th.: appli ::ant within .3 p::rio:d .:>f 
one ronth from the d2te •Jf re·:::eipt •)f a .;ertified copy of this 
order. we al.:3·:'.I maJ:e it .;leaL· that the api.:>li.::a.nt shall o; p·J.3t.ad in 
the .same department where .tCu.t:Iemlata f1athur, has t.::n p::;sted in 
Jaipur Divisi1,)n and he shall be .3.:;signed seni.:irity aDJve the said 
Ku.Hemlata Mathur, as he was senior in the merit p.:.sition in the 
re...:ruitment panel. We also find that tha it is a fit ...:s~ where .:in 
exempl:u:y .:::ist .sh1)Uld be irrp.::;sed 0n the re.3pJn:lents for havin9 kept 
the applkant waitio3 for .2 number of years whil·a 11is junfors were 
app:iinted. We feel that at this stage, there c.2nn.:.t t•e an ade.:.iuate 
compensatii::..n for the apt)li.:::ant wh.) ha.:; been t:ept out . .:;f empl.Jyrnent 
for years, we consider it ne.::e.::aary t·:i in"lpJ5oC! a •:'.:·:..st of Rs.20,000/­
( ·rwenty ·rn0usand Rupaes) which sh.211 be paid to the applicant 
within tw0 1ronth.::; fr0m the date .Jf this order." 

Notice of this Cf' wa.s ·;;Jiven t.::; the r:e.:;p.::indents, wh·J have filed their 

In the reply it has t:.een st.:tted that the ·:::ho:!::J•Je t•earin;l No.525472 

dated 27 .5.200::. am:iunting t•J Ks.20,(J(jQ/- ha.3 tieen issu-=j ti:• the petitioner/ 

applicant. It is further stated that 1:.irder ·)f appJintrn.::nt iH.s als·J bean 
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sent to the petitioner/applicant on two occasions but he did not report for 

duty. It ha::i uaen brou~ht to our notice that tt1at tne applicant/petitioner 

attended the office 0:in 30.9.2003 and l.10.2(1,)3. 'l'he respondents are 

directed to ta}:e further follow up action pursuant to the directions issued 

by this Tribunal v ide oi:-der jated : .• 7 .2002. 

3. The learned counsel for the applicant/petitioner sutmitted that the 

af . .:ir:esaid che::iue arrnuntin9 to Rs.20,000/-, is.sued by the L·espondents, could 

not be eno.::.:tshed and it requires revalidation. He prays that a direction l)e 

issued t•:. the respmxients to revalidate the aforesaid cheque. we are of 

the view that no such direction is required in the matter. In case tne 

applicant present the af0resaid 0::he:iue before the autnorities foL· 

revalidation, we see no reas0n for the respondents to deny the same. 

4. In view of the aforesaid, the present CP doas not survive and the 

same stan:is disp0)Sed vf a•:: 0::ordi~ly with no order as 
to costl/}.,_'IA (, 

\U1Jl4z'1 ~ 
(M.L.C.HAUHAN) 

M8MBER (A) 
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