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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, ALL^WABAD 

LUCKNOW CIRCUIT BSNCH 

Contei^t Appln.No.l of 1990(L)

In

Registratisn O.A.No.100 of 1989■m

S*C«Agrawal • • • •  Appllcan't

Versus

M.N. Prasad and Respondent:s
Others

Hon,Mr.Justice K.Nath, V .C .

Hon.Mr> K.Qbawa, Member (A)

(By Hon,Mr.Justice K.Nath, V .C .)

We have heard the learned ccunsel for the 

parties. The question is v#hether the respondents 

have canraitted contempt of this Tribunal by failing 

to csraply with the directions given in the judg«nent 

dated 22.6.89 in O.A. No. 100/89 . The applicant 

aggrieved by an order ©f seniority contained in 

Annexure-I to the Original ^plication made represen­

tations last of which was dated 7 ,10 .88 . The Tribunal 

directed respondent No. 2, the General Manager to 

dispose of the said r^resentation within one month 

of the receipt of the ccpy of the order . ®tie 

respondents'reply to the show cause notice is that 

the representation has been disposed of and process

is in hand for paymoit of certain arnountS*t® the
/t_|

applicant. The disposal is stated to have been done 

by means of a letter dated 7 .3 .90  addressed to the 

applicant.

2. The learned ccunsel for the applicant says that 

in the said letter of ecanpliance, the respondents have
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not indicated the tnanner in which they have dealt 

with the applicant's representation and that they 

should have considered the applicant's case on the 

basis of P .S .No ,7331. We have gone through the 

applicant's representation dated 7.10*88# Annexure-8 

in the Original Application and we notice that 

the points raised therein have been dealt with in 

the respondents* letter dated 7 .3 .90 . In respect 

of P.S,No,7331# it is stated in para 5 of the 

respondents* letter that the said P .S . cane into 

^  existence through Railway Board's letter dated

15,6.79 and therefore its provisions were not 

applicable to the panel which were anncanced in 

the year 1976.

3. In dealing with cont^j^t petition distinction 

has to be drawn between the cempliance of an order 

and the controversy which may arise bo the method 

of cQiq>liance. So long as the conteniiier shows
I

that the points raised and required to be 

considered have been dealt with there can be no 

conteit5>t only on the ground that the view taken by 

the contemner was erroneous. The law of conten^t 

not only requires disobedience of the order but 

also willful disobedience. Where mind has b ^ n  

applied and the canpliancs is challenged as 

inaccurate which the contemner claims to be correcti 

there is no willful disobedience. That seanns to be 

the position in the present cas®. I f  the applicait 

is still aggrieved by the orders contained in the 

contemners* letter dated 7 .3 .90  while dealing with
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the applicant’ s representation dated 7.10.88# the 

appliGant has a r«nedy by means of an Original 

Application un<^r Section 19 of the Administrative 

Tribunals Act, 1985, The proceedings in contempt 

ought to fail*

Co There has been sQne delay in the ccanpliance 

of the orders given by this Tribunal but the 

respondents sought for and had been given extension 

of time; it does not appear that the letter dated 

^  7 ,3 ,90  is even beyond extended time. The

P~ proceedings of this case are dropped and the

notice is discharged.

(1

(1

M ^ber  ('A*) ViGo Chairman

Dated the 6th Feb., 1991. 
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