
25,8,2003

CP-2,98/2003 In
OA-21sb/2002

Pr0gent; Shri K.K. Patel
acplicant.

learned, counsel foi

Heard Shri K.K. Patel, learned counsel for

petitioner,

As counsel submits that re.spondenis have

done nothing by way of implementation of Tribunal's

order dated 20-3,2002 in OA-2185/2002 even though only

three months have granted to them to carry out those

direction.a. Hence this C.P.

1

•f

Noting the above facts and submissions, issue

notice to the alleged contemner in CP-298/2003

returnable in four v/eeks.

List on 10,10,2003,

Perrrsonal "oresence is exempted, for the present.

(V.K. Majotra}
Member (A)

(Srot - Lak-shmi .Swaminathan /
V i c e - C ha. i rm.a n (J)
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6,
14«.10-2003
CP 298/2003
OA 218 5/2002

Present S Sh, Arun Bharduaj, learned proxy counsel For
Sh« K.K.Patelj for tha applicante
She WePeOppal, Isamsd counsel for respondents.

The respondents hsv/e submitted that as per the order

of the Tribunal dated 20-8-2002 in OA 2185/2002^ they hav/a

held DPC for promotion to the grade of 3CIT on 6th, 7th..

and 8th Oanuary, 2003^uhan the petitioner uas also considered

for promotion against vacancies pertaining to the year

2001—02, They have also stated that the DPC had recommended

the name of the petitioner for promotion to the grade of 3CIT,

Houevar, they have submitted that he could not be promoted to

the grade as the applicant had superannuated from service

u,e,f, 30-9-2002, ̂ They have further ajbmitted that all the ^
uere

eligible officers uhoi .^: in service on 31—1—2003 uere promoted

to the grade of 3CIT",

2, Ide note that respondsnts have not annexed the promotion <

order dated 31-1-2003, This should be done, ̂ hey should also o

clarify uhether any of the eligible officers uho are in service

on 31-1-200 3 have been given promotion to the grade of 3CIT i''

for any vacancies aris&r^prior to 30-9-2002 i,e, the data of
superannuation of the petitioner,

3® Sh, \/aP,Uppal, learned counsel seeks and is alloued

two ueeks to bring on record the aforesaid facts by uay of

an affidavit and annexures. List on 7-11-2003,

4, Let a copy of this order be issued to tha learned '

^ counsel for the parties DASTI„

fU ^ ^(-SaruBshuar 3ha) (s^t. Lakshmi Syaminathan)
PI (A) VC (3)

/vikas/
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CENTRAL ADMINISiRAiIVE iKiBUNAL
PRINCIPAL BENCH

C.P. No,298/2003
O.A. No.2185/2002

Now Delhi, this the iSth day of November,2003

HCN'BLE 5HRI V.K.MAJOTRA, VICE CHAIRMAN (A)
HON •' BLE SHRI BHARAT BHUSHAN , MEMBER (J)

Shri Abdul Sattar,
Retired as Deputy Director of Income-Tax
Directorate of I.T, and Audit,
E-2, ARA Centre,
Jhandewalan, New Delhi.

(By advocate; Sh. r.K.Patyl)

Versus

ShCi P.L. Singh

The Chairman

Department of Revenue
Central Board

North Block,
New De1h1.

Di red iaxyy

(By Advocate; Sh . V . F . Upptil )

,Applleant

. Respondent

1  I _ J l_ T — ^ 1 * / E-'
ri U r i U I kz' o n r i v i r\

ORDER (Oral)

Ma.iotf a, v ioe ofia i r liianC ai

GA-2185/2002 was disposed of by this Tribunal

vide order dated 28.08.2002 with the foi l owing

directions;-

"Having regard to the submissions made by
the learned counsel , we find it just and
proper - to dispose of the present OA at
this very stage even without issuing
notices with a direction to the
respondents to consider the aforesaid
representation filed by the applicant and
hold a DPC meeting for considering his
claim for promotion and of other similar
placed persons in their organisation, as
expeditiously as possible and subject to
the instructions or; the subject, in any

case, within a period of three months
from the date of receipt of a copy of
this orderc We direct accordingly. O.A.
IS disposed of in the aforestated terms,"



In this CP-298/2003 the Tribunal earlier on

passed orders that respondents should annex the

promotion order dated 31 , 1 ,2003 and they should also

clarify whether any of the eligible officers who were

in service on 31 ,1.2003 had been given promotion to

the grade of JCIT for any vacancies arising prior to

50,3.2002, i.e., the date of superannuation of the

petitioner in CP-298/2003 in OA-2185/2002.

Respondents have filed additional affidavit as

required alongwith Annexure as RC.II which are

instructions dated 9.4.1996 prescribing proceaure for

departmental promotion wi th regard to reu i reu

employees. Bringing to our attention the counter

affidavit and additional affidavit on behalf of the

respondents it has been stated that by oraer uatau

31 , 1.2003 (RC-I) 1991 batch DCsIT were promoted on the

basis of the recommendations of the DPC held in

January 2003. The applicant ni this OA had already

retired on 30,9.2002. Am the eligioiw ut i loeis- wuv

wQfQ in service on 31. 1 .2003 were promoted co tne

grade of JCIT. Since the applicant was not in service

on the date of issue of promot.ion ordef', i ,e. ,

31.1 ,2003, he was not promoted. Learned counsel

stated that the DOP&T OM dated 9.4.1996 prescribing

the procedure to be followed by tfie Departmental

Promotion Committee in regard to the retired employees

has been duly followed.



KeGping in view the contention raised in Ihe

reply affidavit and additional affidavit made on

behalf of the respondents as a: so the ineur uau len;-

coritained in DOFfT OH dated 9.^,1995, whi le

respondents have taken appropr iaL-e aat. iai i mi

compliance of the directions of this court contained

in the order whereby the related OA was disposed of,

no del iberate and contumacious contempt seems to have

been committed by the respondents. Contempt Petition

IS, therefore, dismissed and notices issued to the

respondents are disoharyed. However , it i-ne appi iMai i^.

IS still ayyrieved by the action Oi tne ? eopoMueio-o,

he can resort to remedy ifi acoordanoe wi tn : avi, n so

adv1sed.

Jharat Bhushan)
Member id)

. Im (P- l\A
O

i. V . r- , riaJOLW a ;

Vice Chairman(A)

Q


