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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
JAIPUR BENCH, JAIPUR 

ORDERS OF THE BENCH 

11.01.2011 

RA 02/2010 (CP 3/2009) (OA No. 157/2003) 

Mr. C. B. Sharma, Counsel for applicant. 
Mr. R.G. Gupta, Counsel for respondents. 

Heard learned counsel for the parties. 

For the reasons dictated separately, the RA is disposed 
of. 
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IN tHE- CENTRAL-AoMi_I\JrsTRATIVE TRIBUNAL-­
. JAIPUR BENCH . -

)aipur~ thisthe-ilth day of Jan·uary, io1f · 

REVIEW APPLICATION NO. -02/20iO 
_ IN-

.CONTEMPT PETITION NO. 03[2009 
-IN 

ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO~ '157/2003 
.. ;. 

-CORAM 

HON'BLE MR. M.L. CHAUHAN, JUDiCIAL MEMBER_ 
-_ HON'BLE MR.- ANIL KUMAR, ADMINISTRATIVE MEMBER _-- -

. ' . . . . . . . -

DL Manish. shrivastava son of Shrl L.K. Sh(ivastava aged about 34 
years, resident .of 42/56/10,. f"lansarovar, Jaipur. Presently working as-­
Junior Hydrogeologist in Central Ground Water Board (W-.R.), Jaipur .. 

! . . 

(By Advocate: Mr. C. B. -Sharma) 

VERSUS-

-... .-....... Applicant 

1. Shri Shc:;mtanu Consul, Secretary. to the Ministry of Mines, 
Government of India-, Shastri.Bhawan,-New Delhi. - . _ 

2. Shri Umesh Narain -Pajiar, Secretary to the Ministry o( Water 
Resources, Governm~nt of India, Shram Shakti _Bhawan, New 

._Delhi. 
3: Shri B.M. Jha, Chairman; Central -.Ground Water Board, 
- Government of_ India, CHQ, New, CGO Complex, · NJ-L-· IV, 

Faridabad. · · 
4> Shri · KP. -Mathur, Region-al Director, Central Ground Water 

Board, 6-A, Jhalana- Institutional Area, Jaipur.· 
-I 

~-:·····--·'··~·Respondents 
(By Advocate: Mr~ R.G. Gupta) --. 

ORDER (ORAL) 

The respondents.- have file<;! this Review Application· thereby 

praying that.the order dated 27-.01.2009 passed in Contempt Petition 
. - - -- . . - - . . . ( - . _-

may' be reviewed. The Review Application has been filed on the ground 

that while· disposing of_ the Contempt Petition, this Tripunal has .taken 

, note of the' reply affidavit filed' by t'he. responqents in the_' <;::oh·t~mpt 
' . . '. . .- ...,. . . . . 

-Petition wherein it was st~ted:that the applicant has peen extended,-: 

. ~~--
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the benefits in terms.o(thejudgment of. the tribLmal and· r~spo!Jdent-s 

- have als.o made:,~paym~nt of Rs.J,34,240/~ to the ~pplicanL It- was 

.further. stated-tha-~tfitf·respondents have also .made the. payment of 

Rs.9,63.6~- on 23 .. 03.2009 to the.~-appllcartt-·teiated::to ~the: arrears from: 

19.06.2008 to.28.02.2008.· 

-2. In this -R~view Application; the respondents have stated that in 

fact the applicant -was not entitled for monetary benefits and the. fact 

··of monetary benefit in the order- dated 01.04~2009. was .~rongly 

mentioned whereas the applicant was entitled for the monetary benefit 

)-_ _ from the date when. he had actually resumed the ·charge of the post 

i.e. 2l.12.-.2_QOO ... It _·is· further st,ate_d that- -co-rrige~c:tu.m of the order . 

dated 01.04.2009 was also· ·issued· or the subsequent· date i.e. 
- - - -

02.04.2009. The applicant was. also aware of the corrigendum but 

despite; he had ·not brou·ght thi_sfact to the knowledge of the Tribunal. 

. . . 

3. . The~ applicant has· filed re·ply thereby-objeCting for reviewing the 
/' . 

. -

_ order dated 27.07.2009. passed in ·C_ontempt Petition on. the grouf1d ·· . 

that Review Application has been filed after the statutory period. · · 

Learned counsel . for the applisant argued that ·-earlier order. dated . 

01.04,-2009 was passed ·with the co'ncurrence of the Preside-nt of India. _ 

whereas corrigendum _dated 02.04.2009 was· not _passed _with the 

coricurren_ce of the President of India. 

4. We have ·given due consideration to t_he submission ·made,by the 

learned counsel for.the applicant:· The Contempt Petition was filed :for · 

· the ·alleged violation of the or~er dated 31.05.2004. In the order dated·. 
. . - . . . - . . 

3L05.2004~ directions given by this Trib~nal; wh-ich ·was affirmed by 
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the Hon'ble High ~-o.urt,~ was.to. .. tb.e.~effe.c.Ltbqtrespondents shall give 

appointment to the 'applicant a.ga1nst~the vacancy- on_:tlle~:::of:3tm:i,or 
{ . . . .· - . 

. 

1

Hy9-rog~ologJ$t Gr.QttP?~lNA-:~ige~~-vp:c(!aL~rLaecount qf resig~~tion 

_ of ~t::WPtthree-: {:a-ntlidares"'merrn:tmea_;.:\;n~~~~n~.-3-~:r :w.ttn 

·_ e~ Jtp~tfle:c~~tfies~P€JSE~~fetv::vaean¥-witli ·a·H:'c~u~tia 1 

when he actually assumes the charge of the said post. Thus from the 

C?rder Liated.31 :o5.2G04 ,against wh1cc..h"~:~:£00te~troon was filed, 

it is clear that applicant was not entitled to any monetary benefits 

from the date when the post fell vacant and monetary effect has to be 

t_~ given from the date when he actually assumed the charge of the said 

-,~ 

post. The fact. whether the order granting mo~etary benefits was 

passed with the concurrence of the President of India or not ·is of no 

consequence. The fact remains that the applicant was not entitled for 

monetary b~nefits from. his notional pq:>motion but he was entitled for 

monetary benefits from t~e date he had actualy assumed the charge 

of the post. As such, the Review Application filed by the respondents is 
. - . . . . ' 

.' ' ..._ ... 

in the nature of clarification and to bring to the flOtice of this Tribunal 
' 

the factual position as in the earlier reply the applicant has not 

brought to the notice of this Tribunal the factual position and the 

Contempt Petjtion was disposed of on the basis of incorrect position 

indicated by the applicant in the reply. Be that as it may, since in. 
·~.,~ rc 

· Contempt" Petition,· we are concerned ~ the implementation of the 

Cout1 order and· the order of this Tribunal dated 31.05.2004 does not 

stipulate that the applica_nt shall be entitled for consequential benefits, 

as. such the clarification submitted by the respondents by way of 

Review Application is accepted. The Contempt Petition shall _stand 

disposed of in terms of the clarification. submitted by the respondents 
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in the; Revrew . Application ignoring the reply earlier. filed ·by the · 

_. applkarit. 

5. . . With· these. 9bservations, the: Review Appli~ation . shall stand 

disposed-of. . . 
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