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ORDER (oral)

Shri N. v. Krishnan, Acting Chairman —

The direction of the Tribunal to the respondants

uas to Consider the case of the applicant alao

according to rules for giving promotion to the higher

grade, that is, HS-II/HS-I on the basis of the

revised seniority list. In their reply, the

respondents have stated that the applicant has been

considered for promotion to HS—I I and order has been

passed on 15.6 .1995 , Annexure R-1 giving notional

promotion in HS-II uith retrospective effect from

15.10.1984 for the purpose of seniority only;

financial effect shall be given from the date of

assumption of the neu post.

2, In regard to promotion to HS-I, the reply states

that tha petitioner has been informed by tha Annestsro

R-3 letter that he uould be considered for promsticn
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as and uhen any v/acancy arises. The persons already

promoted are those whose names appear above the

petitioner's name in the revised list of HS-II, The

reply further clarifies that no junior HS-II has been

promoted excepting one person belonging to the SC

community against a reserved post,

3, The learned counsel for the petitioner submits

that by not giving actual promotion on the HS-II post^

contempt has been committed, Ue have heard him. Ha

j/! refers to an order of the Supreme Court in H„ Fl« i'vamaui.

vs, State of Himachal Pradesh i 1991 (17) ^TC 259 in

uhich^in a similar circumstance^the Court held there,
was no contempt as there was no direction to the

effect. Nevertheless, the Court itself gave a

direction for providing mond^tory benefits along with

promotion. In the circumstance, we hold that no

contempt has been committed, Ue are unable to give

a direction as had been done by the Supreme Court in

the above case. If the applicant is aggrieved, it

is open to him to seek further remedy regarding his

claim for actual promotion and backwages,

4, I n so far as promotion to HS-I is concerned, the

learned counsel for the jessptmdsqnt states that the

revised seniority list of HS-II does not give any

information about the promotions made to HS-i of

seniors and juniors, Ue are of the view that this

does not constitute any contempt, Annexure H-3

letter dated 21 .9,1995 addressed to the petitioner

states that only seniors have been .promoted and it

is further clarified in the reply to the contempt

petition that no junior excepting an SC candidate has

been promoted. The ^pplioont has not countered

these averments *
(JL^'



\ • - 3 -

1 P

r9

/as/

5, In the circumstances, ue find that no contempt

has been committed. In case the appliocmt has any

information that juniors hav/e been promoted hs may

make a claim uith the respondents to give him such

benefit also.

6, Uith these observations, reserving liberty to

the petitioner to seek further remedy as admissible

under law, the contempt petition is dismissed.

Notice issued is discharged,

- .

( Smt, Lakshmi Suaminathan ) ( N, V, Krishnan ;
fTember (3) Acting Chairman


