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Chief Secretary
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The learned counsel for the respondents made a

srayer for adicurnment which was opposaed b

learned Counsel for the aoplicants.

adiournment is rejected.
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7. This Contempt Petition was listed
on 9.12.98. But due to the wvoluminous

reference made in varicus documents by

counsel for the applicants heTore

arguments,y we adiourned the case for today

through the papers and to cut short Lhe
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we wanlted to know
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beginning
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argumants.,
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hat is

contempt alleged 1in this Contempt Petition,

learned counsel Tor the applicants drew

our

to the ordersheet dated 23.9.96 in 0A.6

submitted  that the interim order of t

violated by the respondents., As an interim maasiu

the Fegpeﬁdents were directed not
appo vintment  pursuant  to the impugned

We then wanted to know i the 0A was

1.
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Cour
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bhe
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attention
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was

Lre,

any

disposal. We were informed that the sald OA. NO.BHE/25
was Finally disposed of by order dated 3,11
Tribunal. The record of OA.668/96 1s also

We weaent through the order. Sub-parafl)

of

beTors us.

conol

and operative paragraph-21 reads as follows:

"OALNo.B88/96 1
that the appointments/or
uDU”lhtm\“Lq L

O persons who are in

of  advertised posts (eight) shall
i}éw;—/ guashed, OAs, 1858/96  and 2182796
“dis mlssed being devoid of merits.”

3 allowed only to the extent
offer orf

exuess
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i, In clause (1i) of paragran-21 1t was held t
action of the respondents in making/offering

weess of the. posts advertised on

n

appointments In

14.3.95 was 1llegal.

5. By an  Interim order dated 29.5.86, Lhe

respondents were directed to maeke no appoinitment

sursuant  to Lthe  impugned advertlsemsnt. Sinmce  an

e
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application Tor contempt has been made, we  Lake

that the respondents made appointments pursuant Lo the
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impugned notification, intentlons!
uniﬁtentionally ignéring the interim relief granted,
notwithstandingr the fact that 1n Dafagraphwﬁoloé ot
the reply to the Contempt Pelition, the respondents
have made Tollowing statements:

"That, so Tar the | Department has not
received any Tilled up form Trom these I8
individusls. If the Court so directs, even
after we receive the forms we will not smend
Ehem For police/character antacedants
verification till the permission i Granted
by this HMon ble Court. Question of lssuing

w
appointment  letters in the present oz
does pol arise.” :

and  proceed to consider whalt further acti
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it 1s
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necessary 1n wiew of the Tact that 0A4.668/%5 has been

fFinamlly disposed of by the Tribunal in the manner
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aToresiid. We are of the view that cond

¥¢]

is of such & nature that it cannot be said to be
substantially interfering or tends substantially Lo
interfers with the due course of dustice and.

therefore, no sentence of the contempht can be inposed

on the respondents 1in view of Section 13 of the

i%;v//eontempt of Courts Act, 1971,
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. Tt cannot be disputed that the contempt i3 a

Lkl

matter between the bourt and the contemner. Aftey the
contempt  is brgught Lo the\notice of the court., the
applicant or his counsel may or may not be hearc by
the court. Under these circumstances and in view of
the fact that we have read the fTile, we refused any
hearing to the learned counsel for the applicants when

1

ne submitted that he may be required to refer {0

[¢¢]

wvariouws developments  and proceedings taken out by the

High Court and the Supreme Court.

7. in view of the fact that we arse of the wview
that no case  1s made out for sentendéing the
reswondents, this Contempt Pebtition is dismissed and

rule nisl is hereby discharged.

5. It may go on_record at the request of the
learned counsel for the applicants that according to
film,y the case was  adiourned on 9,12.9%88 wlith Lhe
direction that the learned counsel for thé aoplicants

may be heard, but today he was not heard,

KL Mutthukumar)
Mambiar {4)



