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The Union of India had f i~ed an appeal against 
i 

,the' order o~ the learned Munsit, K0ta (East), dated 
I 

21.2.as, byiwhich they have been asked to pay :Rs.500/-
.. , 

as damages to the respondents. The A~peal has been 
I 

transterrect1to this Tribunal u/s ,29 of the Administrative 

Tribunals Aqt, 1985, ano has been ragistered as TA. 

I 
'j 

2. ~/~hri Peetamber, Suresh Ghand and Heera Singh, 
' 

filed a Civ~l ::Juit in the court ot the learned Munsif, 
i 

Kqta (East).; tor a perrrtanent inj~nction a;iainst the 
, I 

appointment
1
0± any person as Ticket Collector. The lear-

1 

ned Munsit issued an interim order on 29.2.84 for main-
1 

taining status-quo, which was extended trom time to time. 
I 

.1 

On ·3.8.84, tne ::;r. Dvl. Comnercial Supdt., applicant No.3, 
: 

issued a notice inviting candidates tor interview to be 
I 
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held on 30.8 .84. Subsequently, this notice was withdrawn 
'i 

on 24.8.84.' In the meanv\lhile, the respondents/plaintitts 

in the suit 1had tiled an application under Order 39 Rule 

2A ot ·the CEc. The learned Munsit vide order dated 
'' 

21.2 .85 hel~ that no orders for committing the petiti•)ner: 
. I 

to civil pr~son or attact1ment of the property can be 
I 
I 

passed because of the withdrawal of the notice _for inter-
, i 

I 

view and as. I such no dis:-obedience was corn.rnitted of the 
I 
I 

interim ord.~r of the court. He however ordered that the 
I 

amount ot R~ .500/- would be paid to the plaintif ts in 
'' , , 

the Civil sJit by way ot costs. 
I 
I 

' 

, I 
None iS present on behalf of the respondents 

I 

although th~ case was listed tor hearing today. We have 
i 

heard the learned counsel for the applicants and perused 
! 

the order of the learned Munsif. The learned Munsif has 

passed t hiS· I order on the prasumption that the order datea 
· 1 ,·, 

24.8.-34 withdrawing the notice for interview was issued 
' ' 

only because the plaintifts had filed an appli cat:Lon 
. . I 

under Order :.39 Hu le 2A of the CPC on 22.8 .a4. The 
: 

applicants ·~n the_ TA had explained int hei~_ reply to the 
I 

application.: that decision to withdraw the- notice for 
I 

interview was ta ken on 17 .8.34 i.e. \t\e 11 before the . 
'' 

application: under Order 39 Hule 2A of the GPC was filed. 
' 

This tact vv~s lost sight of by the learned Munsit While 

pas sing the! impugned orde ~. Since the learned Muns if had 

come to the; conclusion that no wilful dis-obedience was 
I 

' 
committed, ·}here was no justitication tor awarding Rs •5CIJ/ 

as costs. · 1 

. ' 
I 

' I 

4. 
! 

In' view ot this, we allow this TA and set aside 
I 

! 

the order ot the learned Munsit datea 21.2.85 in so tar as 
I 
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the award ot Rs .500/- as costs is c oncer:ned. The 

parties to bear their own costs. 

Crk:~r-e ' 
( GOPAL [(KI:::>HNA ) 

MciMBaH (J) 

r~~'> 
( B.B. MAHAJAN() 

McMBcH (A) 


