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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATI E TRIBUNA~, jAIPUR BENCH, JAIPUR~ 

C.P No.2/2000 Date of order: •S·D·~·;}dof 

1. 
\ 

Mahesh Chand .Kand~ 

M.essenger; 0/o 

. S/o Sh.Hazar·i Lal, working as 

Engineer ('North Zone )~I I I, CPWD,. 
• ~ I , ~ 

~aipur, R/o V· & Post Khorra TOdi, Dis~t.Karoli. 

2. Raju Lal Meena, .s,.{o Sh.Ram Dhan Meena', working as 

Messenger, 
\ 

Engine~r (North Zone) III, CPWD, 

Jaipu;r, R/o Vill.Ak arpur, Mahua, Distt.Dausa. 

3. Laxmi Narain ~ee.na,· S/o ?>h •. Battu.Lal Meena, working as 

Mess~riger, 0/o Chief Engineer (North zone) II.I, CPWD, 

Jaipur, R/o v & Pos Thikaria, Sikarai, Dausa. 

1 .. .. 

2. 

Vs. 

Sh.Vijay Kumar, Dy. irector cum Deputy Secretaiy,.cPwp, 

·Nirman Bhawan, New 
. ~ . ' 

· Shri D.N.Bhargava, 

Nirman Bhawan, · Sect 

Engineer, North Zone-III, CPWD 

Vidyadha:t ·Nagar, Jaipur. 

.~.Respondents. 
) 

Mr.P.V.Calla- counsel for the applicants.· 

~· Mr,T.P.Sharma - Counsel fo re~ponderits. 

CORAM: 

Hon•ole Mr~s.K.Agar 

Hon • ble Mr .Gopal .. Si 

Judicial Member 

Administrative Member.· . 
' ' 

PER HON 1 BLE MR.S.K.AGARWAL 1 JUDICIAL ME.MBER. 

This Contempt Peti,tion has arisen out, of· an order 

passed in o.~ No.552/99 dal·ed 15 .• 12.99. ,._. 

2 • ., In 0. A No.5 52 /99·, kahesh Chand Kandera V s. U.n ion of , 

India, .this Tribunal on 15112.99 ,· issued· the foil owing 'interim 

ord~~: · 1 . . 
"In view of the sub is~ions made by the learne·d counsel 

for the applicant, we direct that order of termination 

dated 30.11.99 .is h reby stayed so far as the applicant 

of this.O.A is cone rned till .t.he next date." 
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3. It ·is ·stated y . the pet i t.ioners that .the opposite 

parties hav~ wilful.ly/ and delibe:r;ately disobeyed ·the orders 

passed by this Tribunal, therefore, they should be punished 
I I . 

. \ ' . 
for contempt. . _ I - -. . . _ 

'4. A' show cause notice was given to the opposite parties 
I , . ' 

and. ·reply was filed./ rri the. reply, it is }stated that the 
I ~ 

services of the a:pp icants were terminated by order dated 

30 .11'. 99 in the provisions of Eule 5(1}- of the CCS 

(Tempqrary} Service ul~s, 1965 and notice of ter~ination was 

·sent on 2.i2.99 on .registered post,. It is stated that after 

* issuance :of 'the intefim ordierdated 15.12.99 by. thiS Tribunai, 

an instructiorL was given to move ari --application· for: vacation 
I . 

~f stay and in purs~ance of that.~n application for v~cation 

Of stay 'WqS filed, )which is pending. It is also stated that 
. I -

the O.A ~ending bef~re Ptinci~al Bench of the Tribunal at New 
I • I;. , . . . . . 

Delhi, .. was dismissep- after considering. the. a:erments made by 

·the parties. ·There the respondents • department did not 
' . 

commit any illegali y_ in_ issuing the order dated 30.11.99 for 
.\ 

cancellati6n of th a~pointment order under Rule 5(1) of the. 

CCS (T_empor:ar:y} -Ru/les, 1965. It is stated that .the a~leged 

cont,empers. are ha+rig hig,heet re~ar~ fo~ this.· Tribu~;.I arid 

there has. not bee~ any. wil.ful- and deliberate d~sobedience _on 

the.· part of the opposite pa'rties. There fore,· ,·it is. requested· 
I 

that the Contempt Petitio'n be dismissed. . . I . . 
5. He.ard the /learned- counsel for the part.ies and ·also 

perused th~. whole 1 record. including, the. averments ma.de by the 

I 
I 
I . 

On a perusal of the interim order dated 15 •. 12.99 passed 
I . . 

parties. 
' - \ -

6. 

by this Tribunal,/ it· -appears that the :r:equest of the applicant 
. . . I 

() . \o was. for. staying rhe. ~peration of order . of termination dated 

~ 30,lt.99 and suprrt ·of the ·contention of the counsel for the 

applicant has .r~:(erred · o •. A . No.2568/99 · pending before the 
. I 

I 

I 
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Principal Bench of the T ibunal 
: 

Principal ·Bench has· stay~d the 
- sub~itte~ that termination and 

! 

at. New Delhi in 

operation of the 

in the- instant 

which 

. _l:rt. l 
-~ 

the 

order of 

case the 

applicant is similarly situated, therefore, in view of the 
-I . 

above submissions, the i1terim order was ~ssued staying the 

operation of' the order ~ated. 30.11.9'9, till the next date. 

_Admi_ttedly, . the O.A as f referred by the counsel for. the 
.i 

applicant was dismis'sed ~y the Principal Bench, as. per the 
-r 

ave·rm·ents made by the opposi t_e parties_ to which_ no counter was 
I - . - -

filed. Therefore, in vie~r~f O.A ~0~2568/9~ pending before the 

·• Prin~ipal Bench, has alrfeady been dismissed, we are· of the 

viewf · that there cannof-· oe any w'ilful ·and ·deliberate 

disobedien~e. on the part ff -th~ opposite parties • 

. 7. . Disobedience oi':ih~ Tribunals order amounts to contempt 

only ~hen it _i~ wilful- Jnd deliberate. If the-action of the 
- - . I 

- I 
- opposite party is not de/liberate and wilful, no contempt; can 

. ~ . . . i 

be said to h&ve ~een est~biished. 
_- . I . 

I 

8~ In the instant ca~e; we are df the considered view th~t 
I 

ihe petitioners failed t~ establish _wilful o~ deliberate, act 
I . 

on the part of the oppos~te parties. There~ore, this contempt; 

petition fails. / 

9~. w_~, therefore,. rismiss the contempt petition and 

notices ·issued againstf the opposite parties are, hereby 

discharged. -__ ' J 
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'--t· 9·~ 
~Agar~!) (Gopal Singh) 

Member (A). Member (J). 
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