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IU THE CEllTPlU lWMHHSTPATI vc TP IUJ.LI.l,L I J AI PUP 

CP No. 41/96 (OA No. 541/1996) Date of order:7-2-'7· 

Telecom District Manager, Ajmer 

•• Petititione1· 

Versus 

Shri V.F. Ahuja, Telecom District Manager, ~jmer 

Mr. U.D.Sharma, counsel for the petitiorier 

CORAM: 

Hon'ble Mr. Gopa1 ~rishna, Vice Chairman 

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

0 R D E R 

In Petiti.:,r, under Secti.:·n 17 .:: .. f the 

Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985, Shri Om Prataah has pra7ed 

that the resr.ondent Shl·i V.I~.}\huja, Te1·?·:om Distri.:;t Man.=tger, 

and be puniahed suitably for having committed contempt of 

court. 

') 
L. • 

reverted fi·om the- pc...at of Divisional Enginel::-r (Planning) to 

that C•f Sub-;-Divisional Cno;Jineer (Cal::.le P1ar.nin·:;J). After th·2 

fi1.?d OA 5-'ll/1996, Om Pral~a.=.h Union • .c 
tJ L 

India·and Others, th~ Tribunal iaaued an interim direction on 

10-10-9(:, to the ~ff.;.z_::t i.:.h.:.t the appl ic:ctnt aha.ll nc•t be 

rc:verted ,_ - tiE: 1.:,wet· p.:.a t ,_ ill th.; n~:·:t d.::tt·= 
. ,.. 

h·::: had nc:rt LU L l:C 

alr-:::ady b.;:.:::n In the C.:· n t -= m p 1.:. P.:til:ion, 

not relieved from the 

poat held by him"aa on ~5-9-1996 and no charge has been taten 

r 
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l-,. 
-' .l aft~r paaaing of th~ afor.::a::tid 

order by th~ Tribunal. Th~ p~titioner had ~ontinu~d to 

fun~tion in th~ poat h~ld by him on ::tnd prior to ~5-9-9G but 

th~ r~ 3p0nd~nt loct~d his room and dir~cted him to wort only 

petitioner had b~en r~v~rt.::d. 

3. Tho:: reapond~nt in hia repl7 h~a denied tho:: petition~r•s 

/ 

averm~nta and hae' ~dd~d that th~ petition~r ato~d reli~ved on 

~5-9-1996 wh~n h~ was s~rved with the ord~r of hia n.::w 

as Sub Divi3ional En9ine~r. Ther~fore, l:h~ petition~l- could 

(Planning) .::v.::n aft~r 25-9-1996. 

4. 

petition~r st:ited that the petition~r had ~at been r~li~v~d by . / 

any officer from the charg~ of Diviaional Engin~~r (Planning) 

on ~5-9-96, the date an which th~ re3pandent haa alleged that 

the petitioner was reli6ved of hia charge. There could not be 

cc•nt i nu•::-d to perform his duti~s as Divisi~nal Engin~ec 

(i?lanr.ing) _up 10.10. ~1f, as s~·::-n 

duti~s and putting up filea to them ev~n aft~r ~5-9-1996. This 

shaw~d that the reapond~nta were awar~ that th~ p~tition~r had 

performed his dutie3 ~ven after ~5-9-1996 in the post ~f 

Di vi a i .:.na 1 'En·;r i n.;:.;:r ( P la nn i n-;r) and t h·:::r.;: f C•l··=: h·=: .::~ .:.n tin u.;:d to 

q,j 
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from th~ poat ot 

diL·.=:.::ti•::,n H.::.a i.=.su~.J that th·2 petitioner should not be 

relieved from th~ poat held by him if he h~d nat alread7 been 

relieved. 

5. The learned caunael far t~e respond~nts produced bef~re 

us the record relsting to rever.sion/transfer of th~ petitioner 

petitioner'a charg~ waa aaaumed b7 ~nather officer and adrled. 

that in v ie\v (tf th·= factual lX·~i t ion . .;:m . .::rging ft·om the 

re~::c,e.:ls I the t:,-= t it i.:·n·~L- 2.t(•IJd rel ieved from the j_.:•OSC of 

Divisional E~gineer (Planning) an ~5-9-1996. He furth-=r stated 

from th~ paat. of Diviaional Engin~er (Planning) ~·J.t2.f. 

poat of Diviaion~l Engin~er (Planning) w.e.f. 25-9-1996. 

6. We have heard the learned caunael far the partiea 3nd 

7. The charge waa nat handed aver by the petitian~r to any 

officer an ~5-9-1996. there is a report dated 

25.9.1996 in the file according to which Shri Padhe¥ Lal, DE 

in pursuance of the order of the aame date b7 which th~ 

petitian-=r atoad revertej from the p~at of Diviaional Engineer 

(Planninq). Thia cha1.·9e a.=auming t··~p.:.rt ia contained in a Ow-

/ 
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se?arate file from which the order of reversion of the 

from him. However, fact remains that the p~titioner was 

rev.:-rt·:-·:1 tc. the loHet· post ]----'_, an C• r (l~;:I· da t: ·~d ~=--9-1996 t.) I: 

Hh i •::h a CCtl:·~~ wa 3 l .. ~C:>; i V~·:l by the t::>·~t it i.:.nec admitt·:-dly (•D 

25.9.1996 it8~lf. Once the petiti~ner had been served with the 

urge that he still continued to function on the post of 

ano:l in.:r.~dible I:: hat the should have 

c.::.nt inued .... -
'-'-' t h a t pc• s t and fucther should have put 

up files to the higher authorities on the assumption that he 

still held the poat of Divisional Engineer (Planning). Even if 

after ~5-9-1996 and submitted an~ files 

authorities in this regard, that c~nnot be treated as evidence 

that the petitioner had continued to hold charge of Divisional 

Engin:-er (Planning) even after 25-9-96. On a balance of 

had received the reversion order dated ~5-9~1996 on that ver7 

date, his being relieved fcom the said post waa only a 

formality and therefore, no caae of contempt for violating· the 

dismissed. Notices iesu~d are discharged. 

(o.QJma) <:rt~-1-.Q. 
( (~ - r· - 1 T' --~l. ~ l- 11 ~ ) . ..:rU.r:-•d. -'·L c_L C!. 

Administrative Member Vi•::•::- Chairman 


