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ORDER (Oral)

Hon'ble Srnt. Lakshmi Swaminat'nan, VC (J)

We have heard Shri C.Hati , learned counsel

on CP-402/2001.

\

2_ Learned counsel alleges tnat trie

respondents have passed an order dated 31.5.2001

^  which is in pursuance of Tribunal's order dated
15.12.2000 in OA-2123/39 (Annexure A-2). Learned

counsel , however, submits that the petitioners are

aggrieved by this order as according to him, there

are juniors to the applicants , although the

respondents have stated to the contrary.

3_ From the submissions made by the leatned

counsel for the petitioners, we are unable to agree



I

f
(2)

(3U^
with him that there i^contumacious disobedience of

the Tribunal's order to justify action being taken

against the alleged contemners for punishment under

the provisions of Contempt of Courts Act ̂ 1371

read'v|(With Section-17 of the Administrative Tribunals
Act, 1385, It is settled law in J.S.Parihar Vs.

Ganpat Duggar & Ors. 1337 (1) SLJ 236 that it is

not within the scope of a contempt petition to give

further directions to the respondents. S'nri C.

Hati , learned counsel has been unable to show us

that any prima-facie contempt has been committed by

the respondents in the aforesaid order passed by

untilll UdL-fcJU J I . o . .cUul .

or tfifc! reasonti given abuve, C.P. ia4 .

d1sm1aseu.
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Smt. Lakshmi Swami nathan;

V i ce-Cha1rman (J)
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