(Reserved)

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
ALLAHABAD BENCH, ALLAHABAD

Contempt Petition No., 6 of 1998
(Arising out of 0,A.N0.1372/92)

Allahabad, this the 7»@ th day of % 1999,

CORAM : Hon'ble Mr., S.K.Agrawval, Member (J)
Hon'ble Mr. G.Ramakrishnan, Member(A)

shree Ram, s/o. Ram Dhani,
r/o. village & Post Hussainganj,
District - Fatehpur,

«sssePBtitioner

(By shri Rakesh Verma, Advocate)

Versus

1« Shri J.K.Goyal, Commissioner of
Income Tax (Field Pay Unit),
Allahabad.

2. Shri Bharat, Income Tax Officer,
Fltahpur .

«ssesCOntemners.

(By Shri Amit Sthalekar, Advucate)

O RDER

(By Hon'ble Mr. S.K.Agrawal, Member(J) )

This is an application under Section 17 of '
Administrative Tribunal Act, 1985 arising out of t!‘!étpi_ e
order passed in Original Application No.1372 of 1992
on 29-5-1997, | N
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=z zay salary to ths applicant at the rate of

== —mum of scale with usual allowances but without
imcrement applicable to regular employses of

coes "DY weel.fs 16-10-1991. Benefit of corres-
somcimg Dearness alloyance and A.D.A. shall also
z& z==cz together with other benefits which are f
sm oy=sc oy tne employees of the same category.n

= Iz i1s =t=tec by the applicant that the judgement
¥ 2tis Trioumsl cated 29-5-1997 was not complied with

=» e zllsgec contemnsrs with a view .tu harass the appli=-
@z, Ttersfcrs 2 prayer has been made to punish the

zllsg=c coaccaners for contempt.

&, Shoy causs was filed by the alleged cﬁntamnara.

I% .= zt=t=c in tne Counter that the directions nf“thia-
Tzioum=_. m=we osen fully complied gith.' It; is alao sub~-
®-%%@c To=t tnis Tribumnal granted the time till 31-3=1998
Fzr imclssentziicon of the order/direction issued in
Icizisal #cglication No. 1372/92 on 29-5-1997. At the
£72 1T w3z stated in the Counter that if tnis Hon'ble
Tzioumsl comes to the conclusion that the opposite party

1 A
T2 im a7y way cdisobeyed or flouted the orders of thil
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= #zicinger has been filed stating that the directions
o thiz Tritumal in order dated 29 * have not besn
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Ts Disobedience of Court's order constitute
contempt ;nly when it is wilful or deliberate., It :

is the duty of tha_applicant to prove that the ‘
action of the aslleged contemners to disobey the order
of this Tribunal was intentional. If this is not
proved, then it can be said that applicant failed to
establish the contempt against the alleged contemners.
Merely that the alleged contemners did not canply-uith
the orders of this Tribunal in timse £a not sufficient

unless it is proved that the delay intentional or

deliberate.

8. In the instant case no wilful/deliberate dis-
obedience of this Tribunal's order/direction could bg

established against the alleged contemners.

9% We, therefore, dismiss this Contempt Petition
and notices issued against the alleged contemners are

discharged.
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