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OPEN COURT

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

ALLAHABAD.
Dated : This the _03rd day of _September = 2003.

Contempt Application no. 147 of 2003

in

Original Application no. 1506 of 2001.

Hon‘ble Maj Gen K K Srivastava, Member (A)
Hon'ble Mr A K Bhatnagar, Member (J)

Mumtaz Ahmad, s/o sri Anwarul Hague,
R/o 187, Himmatganj, Allahabad.

By

1.

2.

By

eee Applicant .
Adv : Bri A Hussain
Versus
sri s s pratiyal, s/o (not known),
Chief signal Inspector (D)=-I, NC Rly., Allahabad.

sri Tarun Prakash, s/o (not known),
Senior Divisional signal and Telecommunication
Engineer (sr. DSTE).

+ oo Respondents
AGV 2 STl ceeo
ORDER

Maj Gen K K srivastava, Member (A).

i7
of

This contempt application has been filed, under section
of the A.T. Act, 1985, for non compliance of tie order

this Tribunal dated 16.8.2002 passed in OA no. 1506 of 2001.

This Tribunal by order dated 16.8.2002 directed the respondgnts

to

decide the representation by a reasoned and speaking order

within three months, in case the applicant f£iles fresh

representation for which the Tribunal gave him liberty.

Learned counsel for the applicant submitted that the applicant’'s

N _
representation dated Qﬁé%pember 2002 was received in the

office of Divisional Railway Manager on 3,9.2002. The applicant

has filed copy of representation as annexure 2 on which the

acknowledgment of the respondents is given. Learned counsel
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for the applicant submitted that the period of three months
expired on 2.12.2002, but the respondents have decided

the same vide order dated 4.2.,2003 (Ann 6). Thus the
respondents have committed contempt of this Tribunal by
not adhereing to the time.scheduleg.,

20 Learned counsel for the applicant further submitted

that the order dated 4,2.2003 is not reasoned and speaking

order and therefore, the respondents are liable for punish--

ment having committed contempt of this Tribunal.

3. wWe have heard learned counsel for the applicant,

considered his submissions and perused records.

4, There ié no doubt that there is delay of about

two months on the part of the respondents in deciding the
representation. From perusal of the order dated 4.2.2003
(ann 6), it appears that the applicant filed another
representation on 30.12.2002 because the reference of that

has been given in the said order.,

5. For the aforesaid, in our considered opinion, no case
of contempt is made out. since the order has already been
passed by the respondents, the applicant, if still aggrieved

may come on original side. cdntempt application is rejected

accordingly.
e N
Memher {(J) Membe;‘(h)
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