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CENr R.~L ADHm IST RAT IVE T RIB i.Jt1~~_L, JA IPUR BENCH, 

JAIPUR 
* * * 

CP No. 88/95 (OtlNP .1165/92) Date of order: ( f;- D 2- .~ l:'t~ 

Bhola Singh Ra\1-lat S/o Shri f.lala Singh Rawat, retired Hl'NC 

res ide nt of I<apoor ki Bag ich i, Adarsh Nagar, Aj mer 

• • Pet it ioner 

versus 

1. M.Ravin:ira, General f.1anager,· western Railt-1ay, 

Churdhgate, soubay. 

2. t~.P.Singh, Divi•:>n:tl Rail\\•ay Man3.ger, ~·lestern 

Railway, l\jme r Division, Ajne r. 

3. Mashih-ul-Zamah, Secretary Rail\-1ay Board, 

M~nist I"'.f of Railwa~rs, New Delhi. 

• • Respondents 

Mr. D.P.Gurg, counsel for the petitioner 

Mr. r1anish Bhandari, counse 1 for the resporrlents 

C~M: -----
a on 'ble Mr. 0 .p .Sharm-:1, Adrninist r:t.t ive .t-ember 

a on 'b1: Mr. Ratan Prak.:t.sh, Judicial ~rriber 

ORDER ---
Per H•:>n'ble Nr. O.P.Sharma, Adrninistr•3tbre l·~mber 
~---------------0---- _____ ...,. ________ ---·---------------

In thi..-s Contempt Pet it ion 11e:t iti•:mer .Shri Bhola 

Singh Rawat has prayed that the Tribunal shot~ld suitably 

punish the resporrlents f,,r committing contempt ·=>f cvurt 

for not Ct)mply ing with the direct ions of the ·r ribunal 

ct.:>ntain=d in the order dated 18-10-1994 passed in 

Q.l\ No.1165/92, Bh•:>l.~ Sin9h vs. Union •:>f In:lia and Ors. 

2. In the aforesaid order passed by the Trib,..tnal 

on 18-10-1994, the T ribt.lnal had referred to a communication 

Ann.A1 to the Or\ addressed by the western Railt-1ay 

Headquarters to the DRM, Ajm3r to the effect that the 

petiti·:)l'-er is treated as h3ving comp19ted the pena.lty 

of reduction as on 16-7-1984 and he may be posted to 

pre-reduct i•.,n post of Deputy Yard I·laster from 16-7-1984. v 



, 
I 

-__ l 

: 2 I 

It was further stated therein that his pay on restoration 

shall n•:.t be less than what he was drawing prior t1:> such 

reduction, with adjustnents as may be necessary for increase 

of pay and allowances. The Tribunal in para 4 of its 

order had observed as follows: 

"In the facts :3-nd circlJ.mstances, we direct that the 

letter, Anooxure A-1, should be implerrented in toto. 

The applicant should be considered as Dy .Yard Na$j:~'r 

from 16.7.1984 arrl the pensi,:>nary benefits arising 

beca;.1se of increase in the stat us arrl expiry of the 

reduct ion peria:i should be given to him. Pension 

shou1.i be revised afresh and all conseq;.~ent ial benefits 

should be given to the applicant. Annexi.ll.~e A-1 is 

very specific that pay on restoraticm shall be not 

less than what he dr.aws prior to reduct ion \'lith 

adjustrrent. This clearly shO".rlS that the applicant 

is' entitled for the berefit of pension on the 

pay which has been restored in toto. The objection 

of limitati•:>n will not survive particularly in a 

pension case and apart from that it is a case of 

recurring nature - how the }:)E:nsion should be 

cal.::::ulated and counted and every day the cause of 

action arises.•• 

3. The :petitioner vide his letter dated 16-11-1994 

asked the responients to i.mp.L:::nent the aforesaid order. 

The petitimrer claims fixation in accordance with the 

chart given by him in the contempt Petition ir:~ which 

it has been stated that he is entitled to fixation in 

scale as. 205-280, which was later revised to 

Rs. 425:;o40. The scale of Rs. 205-280 was the~}:>ne in 

which the petitioner was placed prior t•:) the d.ate 

on which the penalty of reduct ion was imposed on him. 

The petitil)ner has worked out the amount payable to 

him by adding incre m:: nt s from time to time and it 

appears to be that the respon:ients h~ve not paid him 

p:ty and alla-tances as per the working made by him. 

The petition=r retired from sez:vice on 31-7-1984. 
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The respondents have filed a c·~num1nt:::at ion Ann.Rl dated 

2 0-7-1 995 clarifying what amounts in fact are payable 

to the·~petition=:r. Earlier, we had passed an interim order 
" 

directing the resp•:>ndents to properly comply with the 

direct ions of the Tribuna 1. 

4. D1.1ring the argu.rrents, the learned counsel for 

the respon:lents clarified that the petitioner was not 

entitled to add increments d1.1ring the perioo when he 

sto<Xl restored to the lower position as a measure of 

penalty. The error in calculation on the part of the 

petitioner errerges rrainly on account of this approach 

of the petitioner. In the circumstances, we do not 

find any s•Jbstant ial error or omission in impl.:-ment ing 

the order of the Tribunal. If, however, any griev·3.nce 

of the pet it ione r survives, he is free to agitate the 

matter by filing a fresh Qt\. 

5 • In the circumstances, the Contempt Petition is 

dismissed. l~otices isstJE:d are discharged. 
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(Rat an Prakash) 

Judicial !--ember Administrative Member 

----- -----------


