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^  ORDER (Oral)

Hon'ble Mr. Justice K.M.Agarwal, Chairman

OA No.453/97 was finally disposed of by this

Tribunal on, 4.3.1998. Thereafter, RA No.64/98 was filed

by the applicant for review of the ulti-mate order passed

in OA No.453/97. In RA 64/98, MA No.746/98 was filed

with a prayer for certain interim reliefs. On the basis

of this Miscellaneous Application, it appears that the

Tribunal had directed the parties to maintain the

status-quo.
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I„ this Conte.pt petition, it has been stated
that in spite of the status-aUQ order made In MA 7A6/98,
the applicant was reverted. -

3  . The learned counsel for the respondents submits
that he has filed reply on behalf of Respondent Mo.,. He
also submits that today only he is going to file his memo
of appearance on behalf of the second respondent.
Therefore he reguests- two weeks time for filing reply to
the contempt Petition on behalf of the second respondent.

on being questioned■why this order has not been
complied with,, the, learned counsel for the respond
submitted that the respondents had no notice of the
aforesaid interim order, therefore reversion order is
made. When the interim order came to their notice, the
.aversion order was withdrawn. The learned counsel for
the applicant did not dispute that ' subsequently the
aversion order has,been withdrawn but he wanted to argue

that although notice of interim order was given to the
respondents, they deliberately and Intentionally had
passed the" reversion order and thereby flouted the
of the Tribunal.
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5. Be that as it may. In contempt we do not want to
go into the further" question whether deliberately
something was done by the . respondents or it was
accidental. The Courts and Tribunals must be reluctant
to grant ey-parte orders In favour of the applicant. Be
that as it may. Section 13 of the contempt of Courts Act
says that: , .

"Notwithstanding anything oontalned in
any law for the time being in Pf
court shall impose-a sentence under thi
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Act for a contempt of court unless it is
satisfied that the contempt is of such a
nature that it substantially interferes,
or tends substantially to interfere with
the due course of justice."

6, We are of the view that even if the contempt is

made out such contempt cannot be said to be of a nature

which substantially interferes or tends substantially to

interfere with the due course of justice. Accordingly,

rule nisi issued against the respondents is discharged

and the Contempt Petition i-s fina_lly disposed of.
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