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In this aoplication :nade under Section 17 of the Acininistrative 

Tribunals Act of 1985 and the Contem)t of Courts Act of 1971 ('1971 

Act') 	the coslplainant has 	;oved this Tribunal to punish the nccused 

for 	disobedience 	of 	an interi;; nde by 	this Tribunal on 11-7-1992 

in Pkoplication No.973 of 1233(F). 

In 	r)lication In. 379 of 1931) the applicant has challenged Office 

9rder No.i'T of 1292 drite6 i71926 passed by the lrorks  onager 

Southern Cailway, lysore vbo is the accused in this application. 

e find that that order has been stayed by this Tribunal on 11-7-33 
I 

(Annexure-A). The conplainant has alleged that he received the order 

of reversion on 29-9-1986 and the accused had refused to iroplerent 

the interir order of stay granted by this Tribunal on 11-7-1993. 

Sri S. langanath Jois, learned counsel for the corriplainant,con-

tends that the accused bad deliberately violated the interin order 
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made by this Tribunal and has thus committed contempt of this Tri-

bunal and the same, therefore, calls for being dealt under the 1971 

Act. 

V/e have earlier seen that the order challenged was passed 

by the accused on 4-7-1986. When that is so, it cannot be held that 

the accused had violated the ivtenin order made by this Tribunal 
11 

on 11-7-1986. Even otherwise the fact that the applicant was on 

leave and he received the order copy on 29-9-1986 as endorsed by 

him on the order of reversion does not by any stretch of imagination 

be construed as the accused deliberately violating the interim order 

made by this Tribunal on 11-7-1986. On any view of the matter, 

there are no groundto proceed against the accused under the 1971 

1ct. But, this should' not be understood as this Tribunal expressing 

any opinion on the terms of the interim order made and its legal 

effect which has to be worked out by the ap1icant in A.I'To.873 

of 1986. 

On the above discussion, we hold hold that there are no suffi-

cient grounds to proceed against the accused under the 1971 Act. 

V/e, therefore, reject this application without notice to the accused. 

But, this does not prevent the applicant from working out his legal 

remedies for enforcing the interim order n-iade in his Application 

No.873 of 1986. 	 1 
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