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Date of Decizicn: 29.2.96
CFP 11/96 (UA 171/91)

St . Uu Davi) ... Petiticner

Versus

Shri P. Pavindran and uth~ s eee Pzapondents

CORAM:

BOM'ELE ME., O F. ZHAFMA, MEMEEER (A)
FPor the Petiticner eee My, A.L. Verma

For the Reapondents ot

ORDER
FEF HON'BELE MF, GOPAL TFISHMA, VICE CHATEMAN

Thiz iz 3 petition n/s 17 of the Administrative Trikunals Ao,
1985, atating therein that the reepondants, by rejecting the petitioner's
claim feor family peznsion illegally and mala £idely, have commitced

concempt of court.
2. Wz have heard the learned counzel for the petibionsr.

3. Ther: was a Jdirection of the Trikunal in 02 171/91, Azcided on

10.11.92, for sxamining the petitionsr's claim for grant o
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in ths light of the rulez on the subjzcoh and if the peoitionit was found

‘._

entitled to family pension, the vispondents were divectzd to grant family
pension Lo her a3 per vules.  The divection was for mere examination of

the petiticonzr's claim for family pension with veference  bo rules and not

i

S.2.9d there was a

L..v

for grant of family pension. Vide Ann.A-3 Jdabed
communicakbion to the pétlLlHnFL thai ithe family pension was not Efound
payable to her. In thszse civcumstancaes, it camnot be 33id that the
petitioner's claim was not congidzrsd and even if it iz belizved, a3
statzd ky the lzarned comsel for the petitionsr, that the conzsidevation
mads was not proper, it does not amount to non-—compliance with the order

of the Tribunal.

4. In the cirvoumstanc:s, no caze of contempt iz mads cut. This

Z v Cf’
(O.P. SHAPMA) (GOPAL FRITSHNA)
MEMBEFR (A) VICE CHATEMAN



