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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, JAIPUR BENCH, JAIPUR

C.P.No0.30/2000 - | Date of order: 1*;(\2,051

1. ;Neﬁ Raj, S/o Sh.Brifj Lal,'employed'on the post of

Head Clerk, O/o Dy.Controller of Stores, Ajmer. -

2.0 Roop Chand,'S/o,Bneru Lal,*employgd on the bost of
’ Stores, Ajmer. \ ‘ |
3. - Pooran Chand{,S/o,Sh;Waraih,:employed'as Head Clerk,

' 0/o Dy.Controller of'Stores,lAjme;;\‘
| - ;..Appiicaﬁts,

: . VS.IA |

1.~ ' Sh.S.S.Godbole, Chief Personnel Officer, W.Rly,

-Churchgate, Mumbai.

L —

2. Sh:ﬂarisn Gupta, Deput§ Controliler of St6fes,-W.Rly:
Ajmer. “  - ‘__ R S |
U i | | -...Respondénts.-
Mr.Shiv Kumar "  : : Coﬁnsel‘fof‘éppliéants
Mr.S.S;Hasan ») | for réspondénts:.

Mr.Mukesh‘Sharma) C _ _ »_' R

CORAM:

1

_Hpnlble-Mr;é.K.Agarwél, Judicial Member.

" Hon'ble Mr.A.P.Nagrath, Administrative Member. SN

'PER HON'BLE MR S.K.AGARWAL, JUDICIAL MEMBER.

This Cbntempt‘Petition has arisen out of the ordér
passed on 25.11.99 in 0.A N0.266/95, Nem Raj & Ors Vs. Union

of . India" & 'Anr, in which the following directions wereé

- issued:

“The OA_accoraingly succeed and is éisposgd'of‘witn
é,'direc;ioﬁ' té ,rgsggndeﬁts to  consider within.”a
ATJperiod of two modthq from the date 6f receipt 6f a
? copy of this ofder, ‘céseS' of promotions of the

épplicants.'alongwith all. consequential beneﬁits:f‘




cadre. . o

)12_

2. It 'is stated by the petitioners that they ‘have

supplied a . copy iofh the order - dated 25 11.99. to~;the

respondents and the respondents sought time = for

'implementation 0f~the order; The Tribunal granted time upto

{
31.5. 2000 but still the order passed by the Trlbunal has not

been 1mplemented and the respondents have wlifully and:
deliherately.dlsobeyed<the orders passedlby;the Tribunal
theretore, this contempt petition-nas filed. |

S.f Showcause notlce was 1ssued to ‘the oppos1te partles
and reply to the showcause notice was filed. It/is stated in
the reply that the d1rections given ‘by the Tribunal on
25/11 99 ‘could not be complied with due to an 1nter1m order'

passed in 0.A No. 106/96 in wnich applicants in 0.A No.266/95

'

:are party respondents.

i

4. Heard the learned counsel ‘for the parties ‘and also

perused1the averments of the parties and the whole record.

5, 3 It appears that S/Sh Brlj Mohan Singh and Pr1thv1'

Singh ‘has filed 0O.A No;lO6/96 impleading the petitloners

S/Sh.Nem Raj,; Roop éhand _and Pooran Chand jas prty’
respondents, clalming promotlon on the post of Chief Clerk
on the baSis of thelr seniority in the oadre of Head Clerk.
In . the said ~O A an interim order ‘was 1ssued on 19 2.96

d1rect1ng the respondents to. maintain status quo regardlng

promotion ‘on the'.ba51s of reservation in excess "to the.

prescribed percentage and inter se seniority in the feeder

6. The main contention of the learned counsel for the

respondents in - this contempt ipetition has been tnat the

i order ‘passed by th1s Tribunal- on 25. ll 99<'could not be
'complied with due ‘to the order passed in 0. A No.106/96 on

T 19.2. 96 On the perusal of the pleadings of the parties 1t



ot

3
- ,does not appear at all-that there has been;any~deliberate/
f wilful Qisébédience on the part of the opposiﬁe.parties.

@ P ‘. N . .

;

s

g T. In Indian AirportA Employees Union Vs. Ranjan

.'Cngtterjee)'SLR 1999(1) 50‘612,-it:nas béen:ﬁeld-by’ﬁoh'ble
= — R
Supreme Cbhrtithat in order to.prOVé‘civil coqtempt,'tﬁere.
must be wilful disobediénce._AIf; there’ is 4no, prqof_ ofi
‘floutihgdfhe ofders‘of'thé coﬁrt Aeliberatély tnefé‘wouid
nét be a case of contempt. — S :-
8. LIn'the instant case, we do not find any deliberate
disobedience ohr,tné éart of ithe -allegedn cohtemners
thefefore, the petiﬁidnérs have'fa;led to establish a case
‘of éohtéhpt.égainst'the allégea con#emﬁersf. - |
9. ’We) therefore, dismiss this’Qontempt‘PetitiOn having
no\mérit and the notices issuedito‘the allé§ed contemners
| o \ N

are hereby discharged.

o

(AlP.Nagrath)

/(S.K.Agarwal)

Member (A). ) ( ' ~ Member (J).



