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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRAT IVE TRIBUNAL,JAIPUR BENCH,JAIPUR.

* X %

_ Date of Decisions 29.6.2000
CP 31/2000 (OA 334/96)

‘Suresh Chand Sharma, MES NO.105208 AE B/R in the office of Chief
Engineer, Jalpar zZone as S.0.3, Jaipur.

~

. " u.. Petitione

v/s. N ‘

1. . Lt JGen «A N .Slnha, PVSH, AVSM, Englneer—ln-c‘llef Ap"ly HQs,
DHQ/PQO, Kashmir House, New Delhi. -

o 2. . Maj.Gen.LJS Dhlllon, Chief Ehgineer, Western Command,
&H‘ - ‘Chandigarh. - » : ' II
3. Brig.B .3 .Dhal'm,al, Chief Engineer, HQs, Bhatinda Zone, L

Bhatinda (Punjab).

4. Maj .Sanjay Bhatia, Garrison Engineer, Bhat inda Military ,
Stat ion, Bhatinda (Punjab). ‘ -

«+. Respordents l
CORAMs

~ BON 'BLE MR .5 LK,AGARWAL? JIDICIAL MEMBER .
HON 'BLE MR N .P NAWANI, ADMINISTRATIVE MEMBER

For the ® Petit ioner . .o Mr JAmitapbh Bhatnagar
For the R_spondents cee  mmm
' ORDER

’

PER HON'BLE MR .5 .K.,AGARWAL, JUDDIAL MEMBER

Heard the learned counsel for the 8 petitioner. This CP _€
has arisen @ out of an order passed on 4.10.99 in OA 334/96. The f

')» order passed on 4.10.99 passed in O 334/96 is reproduced below - '

* . "In the circumstances, this application is disposed of
‘ with a direction to therespondents to reconsider the.
"applicant's case for treating the pericd f£rom 1.3.95
to 14.12.95 as spent on duty keeping in view the decision
of Hon'ble the High Court, reported in 1984 LaAB. I.C. NOC
58 (KAth), H.Manchaiah Vs. The Director of Mdical Education,
Bangalore, referred to above. The respondents are further
directed to clear the pending dues ment ioned in tre letter
dated 15.3 .96, at Annexure A-l, within & period of thee
months from the date of receipt of a copy of this order."

The pét ‘it_i‘onelr submits that thewm opposite parties have deliberately
and wilfully disobeyéd/flouted the orders of the ¥ Tribunal.

Therefore, he ‘has requested to initiate contempt proceedings

against them.



2. "~ On the Derusal of this file it appears that the opposite
part ies have/cons idered the direct anS given by this Tribunal on
4.10.92 and hedk held that the period from 1.3.95 to 14.12.95
cannot be tre_ated on’duty on acco‘unt of ailment of the pet itj_oner.

In vi-ew of the order passed by the' opp oS ite pagt ies /respondents i

dated 24.1:2000, copy of which has also been £iled withthis
pet it ion, it has been made clear that the competent authority

has already regularised the period}from 1.3.95 to 14.12. 95 by grant

of leave as applicap_.l;e and ‘due to the petitioner. In view of

" the order passed on 24.1.2000, . it appears that there is prima-facie

no wilful or deliberate disobedience on the part of the opPPOs ite

4

partis.

3. Disobedience of the ’i‘ribxina’l's- erder amouhts to contempt
ohly when it is deliberate and wilful. Merely that the order
passed‘iby the Tribunal interpreted by the parties in the éifferent
way does net festabl’ish any xq‘ilf.*al/delibei:ate disobedience on the

part of the opposite parties.

1

4. We are, therefore, of the considered opinion that it is

not a £it cdse in which opposite pa‘rties may be given show=cause
ntice to ini tiate contempt Droceedings against them. . we, therefore
dismiss this. CcP at this stage.and no not ice to the oppos ite

parties are required to be\ issued for initiating contempt

P roce ed ings against them.
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(NP NEWAN T) : o o (5 ,K.AGARWAL)
MEMBER (A) o : " MEMBER (J)




