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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL~ JAIPUF BENCHa JAIPUR. 

C.P.No.l-4/99 Date 0f order: l3J\.vf'L\ 
Rejencre Prasad Verma~ S/o Shri Kanhaiya Lal Verwaa 

working as Computer in the Office of Directcratea Census 

Operationa Raja:::tha-n~, Jaipur~ R/o Ralpura Colonyv 

Vanasthali Marg. Jaipur. 

• •• PetHioner. 

Vs. 

l. Dr.M.Vijay Unnir Registrar General of India~ 2-Aa. Man 

Singh Roada New Delhi. 

2. Shri Jayanti Lal ModiQ Director~ Census Operation 

Rajasthan~ 6-E. Jhalana Doongari; Jaipur. 

3. Shri H.S.Meenat Deputy .Director~ Head Quarterp Cen:::us 

Operation Rajasthanp Jaipur. 

• •• Respondent::. 

Mr.P.V.Calla - Counsel for the petitioner. 

Mr.M.Rafiq - Counsel for respondents. 

CORAM: 

Hon'ble Mr.S.K.Agarwal~ Judicial Mewber 

Hon'ble Mr.N.P.Nawaniu Administrative Member. 

PER HON'BLE MR.S.K.AGARWALu JUDICIAL MEMBER. 

This is an application under Sec.l7 of the 

Administrative Tribunals Actu l985u arising out of an order 

passed in O.A No.-436/98 dated 1.1.99. 

2. This Tribunal vice orcer dated 1.1.99 jn O.A No.-436/98 

issued directions as below: 

"In the rreantiroe ~he operation of the order at Annx.AJ 

dated 26.10.98 qua the applicant is stayed~ if the sawe 

has not been irr.plewentep." · 

3. It is stated by the petitioner that the copy of the 

interim orcer dated 1.1.99 was served upon the opposite 

parties on 8.1.99. Inspite of this the opposite parties fixed 

the pay of the appJi.cant on the post of Assistant Cowpiler 

which clearly shows that the opposite parties are having 

scant regard to the orders of the Tribunal. Thereforeu the 

applicant wakes a prayer for punishing the cppo:::ite parties 

for wilful and deliberate disobedience of the interim order 

passed on 1.1.99 in O.A Nc.-436/98. 

-4. Reply to the showcause was filed by the cposite parties. 

It is -stated in the reply that the order dated 26.10.98 was 

irrplemented prier to passing of the interirr orcer dated 

1.1.99. It is also stated that in Office Merrorancurr dated 



. ,·: 

18.1.98 iSS·Ued tO the applicant 1 deeign_ation Of the applicant 

as •sanganak' was a clerical ~rror which es~aped notice of 

the opposite partiee due to ov_er-sjght ana an affidavit of 

Shri I<.S.Ehatnagar was filed in support of this contention. 

It is also stated clearly in the reply that the order dated 

26.10.9B wae implemented much earlier p~ior to the paseing of 

the interim.ord~r. dated 1.1.99. Therefore~ no caee of 

contempt is made"out against the oppoeite parties. It is alec 

stat eo that the orde·r of reversi en of the applicant was done 

in compliance with the judgment of the Hon'ble Supreme Court. 

5. Heard the· le~rned counsel for the partiee and perused 

the whole record.· 

6. Disobedience of Court/Tribunal'e order conetitute 

contempt only when it ie w11ful or deliberate. It is the duty 

of the applicant to prove that the action cf the alleged 

contemnere to disobey tha order of this Tribunal was 

intentional and aelib~rate. If thie ie net proved~ then it 

can be said that applicant failed to eetablieh the contempt 

against the all~ged.contemners. ~ere dela~ in compliance of 

·the directions/order of the Tribunal does not constitute 

c~:mtempt unless it i e wD ful. In the same way the ben a fide 

other interpretation of the order also doee not ~mount to 

conteropt. 

). In the instant case in view of the detailed submissions 

·made by the opposite part~es in their reply and additional 

aifid~vit~ the petitjoner failed tc establieh any caee of 

conteropt against the oppoeite partiee and no inference of 

wilful/deliberate disobedience cari be drawn against the 

opposite parties. 

::gJ. we. therefore. dismiss this Contempt Petitjon and 

notices issued againet the opposit~ parties are hereby 

Oisc~argei' 

o-Jl:j___ 
(N.P.Nawarn) 

Member (A). Member(J)._ 


