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The grisvance of the applicant is that an earlier
decisicn of the Allahebad Bench of the Tribumal uhich had
uphneld scwme rtight of the applicant, coulc not be called

| it

in gussticn by eny perty, if/had becowme final, Theat
decision coﬁld be judicially sppecled against by {iling ar
53.LeP. in the Hon'ble Supresme Court, The respondents
coula uyrge before the Supreme Court that the order was |
baz in law or incorrect, but thsy could not 7o so bsfaore
ancther Banch of the Tribunal, when they had not chellenced
the aforeseld ordsy before the Supreme Court, He uwes
further agorieved that the raspondants hed nol filed any
5LF sgeinst ths sbove decisicn of the Division Beneh st
nllehabac, doted 7,8,198T, end it was not cpen to iham te
allege sven ihat this wes an ingorrect judoesmari, In cther
words, the cpplicant feels thet this is & it cese in which
tha notice should bz issued {o the respondents to zppesrt
and shcu cause why they should not be proceeded sgainst
under the piovisions of Contempt of Court,

WJe hove hearc tha applicent and Shri Ashck Furiley,
lasrned Chief Stonding Zounssl frr the Topire) Soverans
at Allshsbted, who hes wppesrad balure us,

Shedl Pulhiiley contended Lhet no cese has blen mede
cut fow issuing uny nolice Fur cootompl zozinst tha
respondents ord the use of the oxpression Lhat 1L wurs ;od
'’ correct
a/juﬂg?mantfuydE‘ CiY onal zmount to scendalising the court
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“in any mannsr, It was an expressien of opinion, which
the responcents had end uas merely in the nature of an
aroument, Steps have been teken to file the SLP, but:
the learned counsel was not able tec poirt cut uwhsther
the sawe has been filad or not,

Having hesrd the applicant and the learnec counsel

for the respondents, we are satisfied thst no case has

\

heen made out for issuing any notice te the respondents

on this CCF. The mere expression that a particular judgemant

is incorrsct coes not scandalice the ccurt, It merely

64}

e

expresses an op nion as tc the correctness of the judgement
or ovder, It may émount to mislead the CDurt.iﬂ case no
St{P has been filed before the Supreme Court, but in our
opinion, it does not constitute contempt of court,

At "most such an expression may be used to support an
argument.

A ccntention was rvaised that the above decision
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is binding c the Benches of the Tribunal, as it had
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not been appesled agdnﬁ amd it head become final, True, that
would be the position, In that event, if an'argument is
raised befecre another Bench of the Tribunsl where it is
stated that thg judgement/order was bad in lau and incorrect,

o either

the Court would tazke notice of the matter and/reject the

Ly}

contention as an srgument lacking substance,or direct it pgipg

referred for the consideration of a2 Larger Bengh, But  this
- by
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does not sﬁandalise the Court nor does it lcwers the
status of the Tribunal, The Courts and Tribunals cannot
bz too sensitive to such pleas and arguments. After all;
judgement pronounced by a lower court is usually app;aled
to higher court or Rppell;te'Forum and the principal

argument is that the judgement of the court belou is

- incorrect or bad in law. As indicated above, such an

argumen% can be repelled by the Court/Tribunal by a‘proper

order and the Court/Tribunal is notvsd~imperuious as not

to realise the merits of an argument, in this respect,
Ue,'therefore, do not find any merit in the CCPR,

It is rejected at the admission stage,

\

BZLZ, OUS) ‘Jﬂ.\‘

AV \97 7

-
(I.K, R;;}(STRM (AMITAV BANERII)
MZMBER(A) CHATRMAN



