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CP 10/97 ( OA !C•/~u3) 

Y.apu.~r Chand 

Jaipur. 

<::! • • ..... :nn1, last elllJ.:"·l·:.yed .:,n the p.:.st .:.f I'halasi, Western Faih·r:ry, 

• •• Petitioner 

Versus 

· 2-hri Lalit Men.:;Jhnani 1 Senic.r r•ivisi.:.nal Engineer 1 Head Quarto;rsl Jaip..11· 1 Western 

Rail\olay, Jaipur Divisi•:m1 Jaipur. 

CORAM: 

H:m 1 ELE £>1F .•• :;.:•PAL rRISHl1A, VICE .;HAIRMAl·l 

HOH 1 BLE MR.O:•.P .2-I-JP.F.MAI A[•MINI2.TRATIVE £>1EME'ER 

Fc·r the Petitioner 

Fc.r the Resr·=·ndent 

0-R-D-E·R 

Mr. ::.hi v Kumar 

Mr.Manish Bhandari 

• • • Respondent 

PER- Hl~(t·J!BLE- MF .•• ~~.P .3HARM.A 1 · AH"liJ.>liSTRATIVE- MEMBER 

In this c.:mtempt Petiti·:·n u/e 17 ·)f the Administrative Tdt.un:tls A·~t I 

l9i::51 Shri rap:'lo:•r •;hand Saini ha:= prayed th:tt contempt .:.f .x.urt pt·.:.ceedings m:ty 

.be launqhed ag:tinst the resr.x.ndent and the rest:·-=·ndent sh.:.uld J:.e penalised f,x· 

nc.t ·:::c.rnplyin;, with the .:.rder d:ited :::.: .• S•. s .. :. r,assed in •)A l0/~•61 rar.: .. :.r .;hand 

Saini v. Uni·:·n ·')f India and .:.thers. 

~ 
::. The dispute in the OA was whether the appli·~ant had n·:.t ~ :Lllo:.-v1ecl t.:. j.:dn 

duty under the resp.Jndent •)r whether the aprli•:::ant \·l3s himself :tv·:·idin;:~ joinin;:~ 

duty. In p3ra-.:. .:-.f the Tribunal 1 e. .:.rder, a dire.:::t i.:.n was issued that the 

appli·::ant shall repc.rt f.:.r duty t·:-· the Seni.x· Divisi.:.nal En;rineer 

(Headquarters) 1 ,Jaipur 1 \•lithin •:One Wee}: frC•ID the date •)f pasein~ O:•f the .:.rder 

and the Senior Divisi.::onal Engineer (Headquarters) 1 Jaipur1 Hill then is:=ue 

appro:priate •:·rder dire•:::tin~ the applicant t·:> rep:.rt fo:,r duty t.:. the auth.:·rity. 

under wh:rn he \vill have t.:o w.:.rl: at the r,.la•::e .:.f · pc.st in~ either at Jaipur .:-.r at 

any pla•::e •:OUtside. The t:etiti•:•ner 1 e ;:::aee in this (:.:.ntempt r.etiti.:•n ie. that 

deepi te these dire.~t i·:·ns he has still no:.t been all.:·\ve.:l to j.:.in .:luty. In the 

reply, the resp.::.ndent has stated that it \vas the applic:mt/ r,.;titi·:·nH·~ wh:· \-JaS 
I 

avc.iding j.:>inin~ duty. The applio-:::ant then filed an affidavit etatin'J th:tt he 

has still n.:·t been all·:·\·led t•=' join duty. The resr,: .. ::ondent, Shl"i Lalit Menghnani, 

2-enior rdvisi·:.n:tl Engineer (Head:Juarter:=), has filed a •X•unter-affidavit et:tting 

that the applicant/petiti.:·ner is insi:=tent .:,n bein.j tal:en him ·=·n duty at Jair,:ur 

and that is why the pr.:.t.lem at.:ut hie j.:,ining ·':'luty has arisen. 

3. 'I'he 

{ij 
learned •X•llneel f,:.r the petiti•:.ner has stated that in spite O:·f all 
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eff.:-.rts made t.y the r:etiti·:mer, he has still nc·t 1::-een all.:•\ved tc. jdn duty 

alth.:.ugh he is \..rilling t·:· j.:oin duty at Jaipur .:.r any c.ther statbn v1herever he 

may be p:.eted f.:.r r:et·f.:.rming his duties. The learned .:::.:mnsel f.:.r the petiti.:mer 

now state:= tefc·re us that he will tal:e the petitioner al.:·nJWith him tc. the 

2.eni.:.r Divisi.:.nal En;Jineer (Head.:yuarters), Jaipur, tc· enat.le the petiti·:.ner t·::'l 

join duty. 

4. In these cir.:::umstan.::es, n.:. further acti.:.n is ne.:::essary in this c.:.ntempt 

Petiti·:•n. Theref.:.re, the Cc.ntempt Petiti.:m is diemie::-ed. N.:.ti.::e issued is 

dis·::h.:trged. If any grievance .;:-.f the petitic.ner rem:tin:=, he shall be free to 

file a fresh OA. 

,,, {l J 
( •:•.P .s\w._RMA) 
ADM. MEMBER 

VK 

~Ut' 
(•X•FAL FEI3Hl:YA) 

VICE CHAIRJvlA.N 


