208 IN THE HIGH COURT OF PUNJAB AND HARYANA

AT CHANDIGARH

COCP No.915 of 2015

DATE OF DECISION:26.10.2017
Sheela Sachdev

...Petitioner
Vs.
Balbir Singh Dhol
..Respondent

CORAM:- HON'BLE MRS. JUSTICE DAYA CHAUDHARY

Present: Mr. Anil Chawla, Advocate
for the petitioner.

Ms. Akshita Chauhan, AAG, Punjab.

DAYA CHAUDHARY, J.(ORAL)

Earlier petitioner filed COCP No.500 of 2003 wherein
following order was passed:-

“Counsel for the petitioner states that the arrears
have not been paid to the petitioner after fixation of
petitioner's pay with effect from 02.11.1968.

Counsel for the respondent submits that the pay
fixation table of the petitioner with effect from 02.11.1968 in
the Grade, as per the order passed by this Court from time to
time will be sent to the counsel for the petitioner within a
period of four weeks from today.

In case, the petitioner is not satisfied with the pay
fixation table as has been mentioned therein and supplied to
the petitioner, he may avail of his remedy in accordance with
law.

The present contempt petition is disposed of
accordingly. Rule discharged.”

In pursuance of aforesaid order the calculation was not made.
Thereafter petitioner filed the present contempt petition wherein notice of

motion was issued. In the order passed in earlier contempt petition it was
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mentioned that in case the petitioner is not satisfied with the pay fixation
table mentioned therein and supplied to the petitioner, he may avail the
appropriate remedy in accordance with law.

Earlier calculation was not provided to the petitioner but now
along with additional affidavit, the details of the amount paid to petitioner
and deposited in his account has been prepared on the basis of statement of
the bank.

Learned counsel for the petitioner submits that calculations
have not properly been made and petitioner is entitled for pay fixation
since 02.11.1968 which has not been granted. In case the petitioner is not
satisfied with the benefits already granted, he is at liberty to avail the
appropriate remedy available to him.
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