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INiTHE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUMAL, JAIFUR EEIICH

JATIPUR

Date n~f order: 13.1.1998

CF MNeoo31 /1996 (0A Ha l155/19592)

Smt. Snehiata Mathur wife of Shri D.S.Mathur, aged akout
4% years, resident of 452/L, Railway Cclony, SGangapurcity
(Rajasthan).
.. Petitioner
Versus
Mr.M. Ravindra, General Manager, Western Raiiway,
Churchgate, BRombay.
| | .o Reépondent
Mr. R.D.Tripathi, counsel fqr the‘petitioner
Mr. Manish Bhaﬁdari, counsel for the respondent
CORAM: :
Hon'blénﬁ}: OJE.Sharma, Administrative Memhker
Hen'ble Mro Ratan Prakash, Judicial Member
| ORDER -

Per Heon'kle Mr. O.F:;fharma, Administrative Memher

In this Contempt Petiticon under Zecsticon 17 of the

fad)

Adminiztrative Trikunals Ack, 1985, rpetiti-ner ZImt.
Snehlata Mathur has rprayed that the respondert may ke
punizhed for not complying with the divecticons ~f thea
Trikunal contained in its order dated 1%.7.1505 prassed in

OA M. 159732, Enehlata Mathur Vs. TUni~sn of India and

Ors.

2. The order passed Ly the Trikunal on 12.7.199%5 in
the aforesaid OA wars subsequently reviewed Ly the
Tribunal and partially msdified hy order dated 16.5.1%36
(Ann.R2). In para & of the Tribunal's order dated

15,7.1995, the Airecticons «f the Trikunal were as under:

"s. However, if the agpplicant passes the
selection test in accordance with the prescribed
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mcde «f selection, she should ke appointed as 5r.
Teacher and granted the prescribed scale «f pay
Rz, 1640=2000 w.2o.f. the date from which
respondent Mo .5 was appointed as fr. Teacher with
arrears of pay from the =said datevfor the reason
that (if eventually she iz selected) it was for
na fanlt ~n her part that she was not given an

cpportunity to work as Zenicr Teacher for the

date Emt. Alka Arora was appointed az such."

2. The learned crounsel for the petiticner states
that fixation of pay of the petitioner has been granted
as per the directiosns of the Tribunal and she has also
beenv_reated a=z reqularly appointed w.e.f. I9.9.95. The
learned counsel for the petiticner, heowever, states that
due senicrity has not been granted teo the petitioner
while iﬁplementing the Tritunal'szs Airection. We, however,
find that there is no specific direction hy the Tribunal
regarding grant of any particular eeniority to  the
petitioner. In the circumstances, we are of the view that
the Jdirecticons of the Tribkunal have been complied with.

This Contempt Petition has since hecome infructuous. It

ig dismissed. Notices issued are discharged.

(Ratan Prakash) (D.P.SLarma)

Judicial Membker Administrative Member



