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CENTHAL ADNU:NISTRATI VE TRIBUNAL 
hLLAIIABnD BENCH ALlAHABpt·· -

Open Coqtl. 

Civi l. f.iisc . Contempt App l i c ation No . 08 of 2C04 • 

In 

Orig ina l h?plic ut i on No . 357 of 1997 . 

Allahabad this --
Hon 'ble t,1r . Justice S . rt . S ingh , Vice - Chairma n . 
Hon 'b le !{it: . S_d~ • Ha ira , l-~rn~ r-d.· 

I 

Jite ndra Ku mar Bhat tacr;hary a 
aged about 49 yo~rs , 
so n of late f."ukund Chandr a Bhat tacharya 
rl/o 771/648 Co lorn l gun j , Alla habad • 

•••••••• Ap~ lic ant . 

{By Advoc at e : Sri T.s . Panae y) 

Versus . 

l · I.P. S. Anand , 
Ge neral A.13 nage r , 
North Centra l Rail'l1uy , 
Headquarters Alla habijd • 

2. Sr i Praka sh , 
Div is i ona l Ra ilv1ay l.Bna£e r , 
North Central Railv.ray , 
I'1awab Yusuf Roa d , 
r.llahabad . 

3 . Noorudd in Ansari Senior Division~! 
Personrel Officer , North Centr al fta i lv1ay , 
Nav1a b Yusuf; Road , Allahabad • 

••••••• Respondents. 

(By Advoc ate : Sri ~ .K . Gaur) 

_O_R_j)_E_R_ 

{By 1-Wn 'ble flrr: . Just i ce S . R. ~ingh , v .c .) 

He ar d Sri T .s . . Pandey le arned counse l for the 

a}tp lic c3 nt and Sri A.K. Gaur le arned counse 1 f or t he respondents 

2 . This c ontem1tt a})p l ication has been instituted \-Jith 

'the a llegation that the order ~assed by the Tribunal in 

O.A. No . 357 of 1997, J i to ndr a Kuffiiilr Bhattacharya Vs • 

Union of India a nd others has v1ilfully bee n not comJJlie d 

v1ith. 
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3. Sri A.K. Gaur learned counsel for the resttcndents, 

on the other hand, has submitted that against the order 

passed by the Tribunal, too Dei:>artment ptr e ferred a vJrit 

11etitic n v1hich carre to be disJtosed of in terms of 

certa in direction vide order dnted 10.03 .2004 and in 

purported compliance of the order ~nssed by the Hon'ble 

Court, the Competent Authority issued an order doted 

06.04.20<.A, a co py of which h9.S been annexed as Annexure 6 

to the counter clff i ciavit. In th<Jt view of the rnatter, 

submits Sri A.K. Gaur, the re medy to the applicant is 

either to file a fresh 0 .A. cha llenging the legality 

of the s ai d order or to approach the Hon •ble Hi£h Court 

in c ontempt jurisdiction. Sri A.K. Gaur, learned counsel 

for the r espondents has p lc:lce d reliance on the dee is ion 

of Hon 1ble Supreme Court in c ase of Lalith I1athur 

Vs. L. r1eheswara Rao and others reptorted in (2CCO ) 10 

Supreme Court Cases 285. In that case the High Court had 

issued a d irection to c onside r the em!Dloyee •s 

representation. In compliance of the said d irection tre 
representation was considered and rejected on its merits. 

Instead of assailing the N jection, a contem?t pe titia n 

was filed. Too Hish Court vihile disr- '- sins, tif the co ntempt 

11etitic n, issued a d irection to the effect that the 

employee be absorbed, in a suitable pe st. Tre Apex Court 

held that suoh an order was vii thout jurisdiction ane 

srould not have been 19assed on a contempt ttetition which 

itself vJas not maintainable. 

4. Sri T.s. Pandey, learned counsel fer the apialicant 

has Jtlaced reliance on a decision of the High Court in 

Ved Prakash Joshi Vs. Amrit Prakash ancl others (2004) l 

UPlBEC 972. In that case the services of the applicant 

vtere regu larised and benefits of seniority and increioonts 

give n. It appears that the De11artment did not give the 

pe tit i c n \-.ias 
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instituted. 'f~ Hiah Court he l C. th.Jt '"hile cxerc isinc trc 
~ -

pt;v:e rs c. s executing Court, the Court can issue further 

d irection to c ompe 1 tre authority to take action in 

consonance with a settled l aw . Since in view of the Hon •ble 

High Court the applicant trere in wns e ntitled to ge t arre ars 

of S d l ary frc.·m the date of termination Of se rvices till 

the d<Jte of reinst,i terrP-nt , the 1-ion'ble High C~ut"t- .lrssuecl 

within six int n chs while disposing of the co ntempt pe tition. 

5. In the pr e sent case , t~ I-Ion'ble Hig h Court di sposed 

of the writ petition filed ag cJ inst the or der passed by 

t re Tribunal in terms of certain direction an~ in purported 

co m,liance of the s a i d directions ef the rlon 1ble Hig h Court, 

t he dettart me nt have ~assed an order , le ga lity of v1hic h c an 

not be examined here in. 

,. 
o . AccorJingly, th-9 Gontempt Petition is dismissed as 

not ma inta inab le . Not ices s t a nd d i sch<Jrged . 

Vica-Chairrnan. 

1'.unish/-
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