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CEMTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUMAL
PRIMNCIPAL BENCH

2R 1452003 dn DB 13449001
Mew Delhi. this the 23nd day of September. 2003

Hon’ble Smt. Lakshmi Swaminathan Yice~Chairman (.J)
Hon"ble Sh. Y.K.Majotra. Membsr (&)

1. Mahipal Singah
S/0 Sh. Chhakooo Sinah
TGT Hindi
Gawt. Bovs Sr. Ssc. School
Padam MNaaar.
RAo C-105. Delhi admn. Flats
Sindhore Kalan. Delhi -~ 57
OD&lhi ~ 84.

i3

. Ms. Saroi Kumari Kalra
Do Shri 3.M.Kalra
TGT Hindi
Sarvodava Ranya Yidvalava
Timar Pur. Delhi -~ 54.
Rio 27128, rModel Town
ODelhi ~ 9.
cenFetitioners
(Bv Advocate Sh. $.S.Mehra for
~ Sh. Kamlesh Kumar)
v ER S U

3

Rajinder XKumair
Director of Education
Gowt. of NCT of Delhi
Old Secretariat. Delhi -~ 110 054.

« - Respondants

(By advocate Mrs. dvnish ahlawat with

&h. Mahit Madan and Sh. Rajindesr Kumar.

Oirector?.

O R DE R (ORAL

>,

By Hon’ble Smt. Lakshmi Swaminathan WO (J7

We have heard Sh. 3.S.Nehra. learnsd proxy
counsel for pestitioners and rMrs. Avnish  &hlawat.,

learned counsel for respondents further on CP 1472003

in 0&a 1364/2001.

Z. Mr avnish Aahlaswat. learned counsel has

0

axplained the position with ragaard to the

misunderstanding - bv- the concerned officers of  the

Demartment) regarding the implementation of Tribunal *=s
ardar dated 16w8w2002 with reference to another order

of the Tribunal in a =similar matter dated 2-1-Z00L in

O 2300799 (Smt. Kamlesh Saini vs. Govt. of NCT of
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Delhi). However. ghé haz franklv admitted\that in the
present CP] the ausstion is with regard to the
implementation of the order of the Tribunal dated
16-8-2002 in the present 04 and not the earlier Of
wirich incidentlvj was not h&ug?ﬁ;éﬁ brouaht to the
notice of the Tribunal bw the learned counsel Tor the
respondents at the relevant time.

3. She has also submitted that with regard to
the factual position mentioned in parsaaraph 2 of the
Office Order MNo.lO dated 28-5-2003. the promotions
aiven to S/5h. Ram Kishan Rohilla and Rattan lLal to
the post of PGET (English) had bsen done in  pursuance
af  Court’s orders on the basis of recommendations of
the DPC on noticonal basis w.e.f. L14-7-Z2000.

4. To a oauestion from the Bench reaarding
whether the cases of the petitionsrs in the present CF

e

have been placed before the DPT. learnsd counsel for
respondents has  submitted that while the steps were
initiallv taken. there is no recommendations of the

OPC as such in the cases of two petitioners. 3She has

clarified that with recsrd to third applicant ?Sh.
- . J”s/ R .
NL.R.Oudeia he has since besen promoted &gl In his own

7

stream and is not one of the petitioners in the present

contempt petition.
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5. In the circumstances of the cass. l=arne

i:

counsel  for  respondents has stated at thes Bar that

aiven Turther four wesks time. the Oepartment will

2 —
take steps to have DPC convened to conslder the casas

of  the petitioners in terms of the aforesaid ordsr of
the Tribunal.

& Taking into account the relevant facts and
circumstances of the case and the submissions made bw

the learned counsel for the respondents, at tnhnis
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stage. we feel That further time praved for should be
aranted to allow the respondsnts to comelv with the
Tribunal’s order dated 1&6-8-2002 i.e. to convens DRC
te consider the vetitioners® cass within four weeks.
Meedless  to sav the competent authoritv should pass a
final order on the recommendations of the OPC  in
accordance with law.

7. In view of what has bsen stated above and
the undertaking given on behalf of the respondents. we
find noe Austification to continue with this Cp.

8. CP 14/2003 is accordinaly dropped. Notices
teo the alleged contemnors are Jdischaraqad. File to be

consigned to the Record Room.
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