IN THE CENTRAL ADMZ[NIS’I‘RATM TRIBUNAL , JAIPUR BENCH, JAIPUR -

- ‘ nate of Order 2 (.7 2000

TP, 60/96
(0A 895/92)

N.O. sharma s/o of shri O,L. Sharma aged about 63 years, resident
* of Plot No. \uE-245 Ram Path, Shyam Nagar, Jaipur. Retired
s.E.E., Western Railway.

esse Petitioner
Versus.
1, shri Bala Kesri, Secretary, Railway Board,

Rail Bhawan, Rafi Marg, New Delhid,

\ ' _ L 2, Shri M, Ravindra, General Manager. W?estern
- ) Railway. church Gate, Mumbai - 20,

|\ {1 . i
e+ s Respondents.

. Mr, S.K. Jain, Counsel for the. peg;égﬁér.

| ‘ Mr., Anupam Agarwal, Proxy counsel for

E Mr. Manish Bhandari, Counsel for the respondents.

‘The Hon'ble Mr. 8.K. Agarwal, Member (Judicial)
| ‘.'L‘he Hon'ble Mr. S.-Bapu, Mewnber (Admim.strative)
| :L . '

‘. ¥
| " ORDER
.-

(PER HON 'BLE MR. S. BAPU MEMBER S_ADMINISTRATIVEl

This eonte;npt"petition has.been'fued alleging that the
' rés‘pondénts have_failed ‘to. comply with the judgement and order
of thi-s Tribunal dated 31.8.95 in oA 895/95.
2. QA 895/95 was,q,isp,oggd?{on 31.8.95. lcgr_tain directions were
‘ given in favour of the applicant__ with regard to grant. of incre-,
[ ments, proforma promotion, fixatid;z of pay and pensionary bene -
f.;ts.\ffhe,;e_s_pondents éas_sed_avn order No. E/D/II/503 dated |
_5.1,1996 implementing the aforesaid order of this Tribunal. He
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was given deemed promotion to senior scale, his P2y was re-fixed
end arrears were also granted and pensionary benefits were

-

ordered'to be revised.

3. In the present contempt application. the'grievance of
the petitioner is that the proforma promotion ought to have -
been given from,ég;:earlier date and not as given in the
implementing order dated 5.1 96 and, therefore, it is alleged
that reSpondents have deliberately not complied with the order

\

dated 31 8, 95. of this Tribunalo

4. _; We have heard the 1earned cunsel for the parties and
have pe’i‘fgi;sed) the judgement of this Tri::.bunai dated 31,8.95 and
elso‘thelimpiementatioh ordertof the respondents'oassed on
5.1.96,

)

5. ' We ftnd that reSpondents have oomplied with the direction

hY

given in the order dated 31. 8.95 of this Tribunal. May be the -

relief granted by the re3pondent ‘is not to*the full satisfac-
tion of the app&icant. If that is so, the only eause_left é;hA"q'”

d E?the applicant is to pursue the metter separately in fresh
5.
’ application. It cannot be said that respondents heve committed

contempt by not granting the ‘relief to the extant expected or

wished ﬁor by the applioant. What Wwe have to see tﬁéx.whether

."the respondents have oomplied with the oxder of this Tribunal,

CALAS U~ -
*of course not in e casual or eeureeag.menner. In this case, -
we find that respondents have complied with the order of the

Tribunal and have not committed any contempt.

6o Ris, Contempt Peitioné)is,vthereﬁore. dismissed,

S\ - : . ) VN AL x '
" (s. BAPU) - | , /" (S.K. AGARWAL )
MEMBER () | MEMBER (J) K




