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IU THE CEHTRP.L AitMIHISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, LlAIPUR BEllCH 

JAIPUR 

Date of order: 13.1.1998 

Smt. Snehlata Mathur wife of Shri D.S.Mathur, aged about 

4'~' yeare, reeident .:,f .:-.1-5::::/L~ Railway C.:·l·:•ny, Gangapur.:;ity 

(Rajasthan). 

•• Petitioner 

Versus 

Mr. r-1. Fl.av indra, General Western F.ailHay, 

Churchgate, Bombay. 

•• Respondent 

Mr. R.D.Tripathi, qo~nsel for the petitioner 

Mr. Manish Bharidari, counsel for the respondent 

8GRAM: ·· 
~ • ' t ' ~. • ,· ' 

Hon'tle Mr. O.P.Sharma, Administrative Member 

Hori'tle Mr.· R~tan Prakash, Judicial Member 

GRDER 

Per H0ntble Mr. o~F~Sharma, Administrative Member 

In this Contempt Petition under Section 17 of the 

Adminiatrative Tribunals Act, 198:.' ~;.et it i :·ner .3mt. 

~nehlata Mathur hae pra:,·ed that the resp.::onderit may be 

punished fc.r n·=-·t c.:.mplyino;J v1ith the dire•:ti.:•ns .:.f the 

Tribunal contained in its order dated 19.7.1095 passed in 

OA N: .• 159:··~,::::, E'neh1ata Mathur Vs. Uni·:•n ·=·f India and 

Ors. 

2. The ·=·rder r:•assed by the Tribunal .:,n E'. 7. E'95 in 

the aforesaid OA Hae subsequently reviewed by the 

Tribunal and r;•=trtially m.:,dified t.y .:1rcler dated 16.5.1996 

(Ann.F.:). In para 8 of the Tribunal's order dated 

19.7.1995, the directions Gf the Tribunal were as under: 

"8. if the arplicant pas see the 

select i.:.n test in ac.~.:·rdance \vi th the pres·:::ribed 
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mGde of selection, she should be a~pointed as Sr. 

Tea.::her and 9ranted the pres.::ribed scale cf pay 

R.s. \·I.e. f. the date fr.:.m which 

respo~dent NG.S wae app~inted as Sr. Teacher with 

arreare ~f pay from the said date for the reason 

that (if e·Jentually she is selected) it was for 

nc• fault ·~·n her part that she was n0t given an 

opportunity to wort as Senior Teacher for the 

date Smt. Alta Arora was appointed as such." 

3. The learned counsel for the petitioner states 

that fixati•)n .:.f pay of the petiti·:•ner has been granted 

as per the direct i.:.ns .:,f the Tribunal and ehe has alS•':l 

been treated as regularly app.:.intecl w.e.f. :::9.~1.95. The 

learned counsel for the petitioner, hcwe7er, states that 

due senit:"•rity has n,:.t been granted tc. the petitioner 

while implementing the Tribunal's direction. We, however~ 

find that there is no specific direction by the Tribunal 

regarding grant of any particular seniority to the 

petitioner. In the circumstances, we are of the view that 

the directi.:.ns of the Tribunal have been •::omplied \vith. 

This Cc·ntempt Petit ic•n has sin.::e be.::ome in fru·::tu·:•us. It 

is dismissed. Notices issued are discharged. 

(Ratan Praka9h) 

Judi.::ial Memt.ee 
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( ·=·. p. sla-ina) 

Administrative Member 


