1

I THE CEUTRAL ADMIUISTFATIVE TFIBUIAL, JAIPUR EEHCH,

JATPUR

Dates ovr order: 20-2-19296

CF Lo. 72/95 (0A [10.21/1920)

Erakazh Chand Uhandia .. Petitioner
Versus
M.Ravindra & Ors. .. Pespondents

M. F.V.Calla, counael fov the petitioner
Mi. Maniszh Ehandari, o mnsel for the respondents

CORAM: /

Horn'ble Mr. Gopal Frisghna, Vies Chairman
Hon'ble Mr. O.P.Sharma, Administrative Menber

ORDER

Per Hon'ble Mr. C.FP.Sharma, Adminisktrative Member

In this Contawpt Petition, the petitioner, Shri

Prakash Chand Thundia, has prayso that the respondznts should
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Le auitably punished fov non—conpliance with the dirsstions of

the Tribunal given in the crier Aared 17-12-1994, passed in OA

\

lio. 21/1990, Prakash Chand Thandia Ve Tnion of India and Ors.

2. The directions given in the ordsr dated 12-12-1994, as
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afcresaid, weres o thz applicant, who was

selested -n the kasiz of the sarlizr ranzl, should be treated
as senior to the ons who iz gelected on the kasis nf the
subzequant pansl and, therzfore, thé petitionsr should = given
the benefit of entsring into higher grads with all
conseqential kensfits.

3. In the reply to the Contempt Pekiticn, the respondsnts

t they have preferved a Feview Application and
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have stated ith
on the said Feview Application netices have alrzady baen servad
on the respondentz and the matier iz perding £or final hzaring.

Further, according to them, sin~e the Feview Application as
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well as the @
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ezent Concenpt Petition, which are on the zame
matter, are panding, thefefore, Loth the matters i.e. Review
Applicaticn and the éontempt Fehition may ke listed on bhe same
date. It has further keen praysd that the Tribunal may not
pass any farther prder in the Contempt Peﬁition until the

Review Application iz finally heard and dscidsd.

- 4. The Tribunal, by an ordszsr peszszd today in the Peview

Applicacion lio. ©/1955, haz vecallad the ovder dated 12-12-1924
in OA No. 21/1%5%0 and has Jdivested that the OA in qﬁestion =]
heard afresh. Accoirdingly, the 0A has been listed for hearing
on 3-9-1996.
5. The learnsd oounsel for the petiticoner argued that the
order in the OA was passsd on 12-12-1994 and 3 pericsd of 3
months was given to the respondznizs from thz date of the order
to comply with thes directions of the Tribunal. There has been
no compliance with the cvder of the Trilunal. Instead 2 Feview
Application has been filed. Thms, in fack, ithere has khazn no
compliance with the directionz of the Tvikunal and, thersfore,
the respondente have committed contampt of court £or which they
dezerve to be auitably punished.
G. We have conzidzired the makbker carefully. The ovder in
CA HNo. Z21/1990 was passz=l on 12—1ﬁ—1994. Very shortly
thereafter = Feview Bpplication againat the £3id order was
presented on 11-1-199% and therefore it appzars to us that the
respondents had been porawading bonafide the matbter regarding
the vibw of the ovdsr rassed Ly the Trikunal on 12-12-1994.
It cannot, thereifcrs, e 22id that thers was a d=likerate
intention on the part of the vespondsnts not bo comply with the
directions of the Trikbunal. In these ciromstancze, we are of

the view that this Contempt Petition iz not now maintainable.



It is, therefore, Jdizmiz=ed

discharged.

(«D.P..:;l’::fméx).

Adminizktrative Member

C'fkl\)&a{ .
(Gopal Frishna)

Vice Chairman



