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Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the Judgement ? ;"-d
To be referred to the Reporter or not ? o

1
2.
3. Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgement ‘7\ WY
4. Whether it needs to be circulated to other Benches of the Tribunal ?

JUDGME NT

(of the Bench delivered by Hon'ble Mr., P.K, Karths,
Vice Ch;’llmun(J))

This petition hgs been filed by the original applicants
in O& 262/86,which_was d;sposed‘bf oy the Iribunai by judgment

- dated 16.10,1987, | |
26 In the operstive part of the judgment, the Tribunal .

‘ quashea the impugned orders réverting the apélic&nts. It was
furthervdirected that the applicahts shall be giyen\their.dué :
seniority in the séniority list of Jr. Draftsmen on the basis
éf their promotion, in the light of the order of the Tribunal,
3e - The Tribunel had observed that in the case before it,
the prometion quota haa been enhanced by & deliberatg decision

taken by the respondents by amending the'existing recruitment
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"be said to be invalia merely on the ground th
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rules and in that behalf executive instructions were

issued so that till the draft amendment wss fin&lised?

promoticns could be made based on the same, The

guestion was whether such orders of prometion made -
+

deliberately end consciously, and when they had been

allowed to be in force for years together «llowing the

As

promotees to work in the promoted post continuously and
even granting promotion to the next higher grade could

t they
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were based on the executive instructions., The Tribunal
answered the cugstion in the negotive,

4o The grievance of the petitioner is thet the
respondents did not comply with the directions contained
in the judument. In theilr rejoinder-affidavit, they have

’

corcended that the respondents have issued a seniority
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list of Senior Draftsmen on 7.5.,1989 purporting to be
in compli&nce with the judgment of this Tribunsl but
declined promotions to the petitioners fram the datel
they were promoted, There is a gap of few days between the
; 4

date.of their rTeversion and the date of their promotion

m this would adversely affect thelr

and #ccorcing to th
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seniority. They ve also alleqged that there had been

inordinate deley on the part of the respondents in
implementing the Jjudguent.

-

he version of the respondents is that they had

-
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issued a final seniority list on 16,8.1988 wherein due
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seniority was given to the petitioners as Junior Draftmen.

~

They have annexed ¢ copy of the said seniority list to
tﬁeir counter=affidavit,
Do After fixihg seniority of the petitiohers in the
grade of Junior Drafismen, thelr promotions were rejulated
by giving them promotions as per the recommendations of
the reviewADPC. 919 Senior Draftsmen, all direct recruits
in the grade of Junior Draftismen were reverted to the post
of Junior Draftsmnen and egual number of promotee Junior

]

Draftsmen were promoted to the post of Senior Drafismen vide

order dateG Z4.l1ll. 198 A copy of the same has been given

at Annexure=IILI to the counterwaffidavit. This was done in

Y]
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mplementation of the judgment of the Tribunal. The direct
recruitiywho were aggrieved oy the action of the respondents
filegjan 04 1623/88 before this Tribunal and the same is
vending. The Tribunel had initially granted a stay in that

case which was in force from 30,8.1988 to 13.,9.1688. Theree

after, the respondents redresw the seniority list by office

order dated 7.5.1988, The office order dated 7.6.1989 which
is at Annexure VI to the counlter-affidav states that on the

recommendation of the review L[PG, promotions have been made

to the grades of Junior Draftsmen and Senicr Draftsmen.

The office order further states thet the respondents
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consulted the Department of Fersonnel & Training
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regirds the consequential benefits admissible.to the concerned
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officials <nd that 2#lso has been indicated in the Annexures
the office order dated 7.6.1989

7. . It is true that there is a gap of few days between

the date of promotion of some of the petitioners on 2d hoc
basis and the date.of promotion on‘notiénal basis . on the
recommendations of the review DPFC . . This doeslnot mean that
the:reSandénts have deliberately disobeyed the directions
contained in the Tribunal's judgment. In our opinion, the
responaents have complied with the judgment ofu%hQ Tribunal
according tb their understanding. The peiitioners cannot
use the medium of a contempt petition for redressal of
their grievénces, if any, as a result of the implement?tion
of the judgment by the respondents, 1In case they still
feel aggrieved, the pfoper course for them would be to file
a fresh. applicztion in the Tribuna;-in accordance_with law.

O~
8, The CCP 1is dismissed and the notice of contempt &w
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