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judgment would be accorded to the petitioner

as well. We, | therefore, direct the
respondents to extend the benefits of the
said judgment to the petitioner
expeditiously preferably within a period of
three months”.

2. According to the applicant, when the
respondents did hot implement directions of the court
contained in aforestated order of 5.1.13993, he filed a
Contempt Petition whereupon respondents promoted him
as Inspector w.e.f. October, 1987 and later confirmed
him as Inspector w.e.f. October, 1989. Later on, on
14.12.99 Hon'ble Supreme Court decided Civil Appeal
Nos.5263-64 of 1997 in the case of SI Roop Lal & Anr.
Vs. Lt. Governor & Ors. (Annexure-CP-2) upholding
the judgment of the Tribunal. On 31.7.2001%, applicant
was placed under suspension . On 6.8.2001, a DPC
meeting was held to review promotions in accordance
with Supreme Court’s directions in Roop Lal’s case
(supra). In September 2001, a departmental enquiry
was instituted against the applicant. ©On 25.11.2002,
applicant was dismissed from service in the
departmental enquiry against which applicant has
stated to have filed an appeal. Respondents have nhow
issued order dated 30.10.2002 (Annexure P-4) whereby
respondents are alleged to have withdrawn the benefit
of promotion 1list ‘F’ w;e.f. 1‘10'19876 TE%e benefit
of confirmation as Inspector w.e.f. 1.10.1889 and
that of admission to  promotion Tlist ‘F’ w.e.f.
15.1.1988 have also been withdrawn. Applicant was
recommended by DPC held on 5.8.2001 for admission to
promotion List 'F’ w.e.f! 15.1.1886. The same has
been kept in sealed cover Sn the ground that applicant

was placed under suspension w.e.f. 1.8.2001. 1In the
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present petition, app1icént has contended At
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respondents are deliberately and intentionally not

implementing order dated 5.1.197923 in OA-856/90.

3. Respondents have stoutly denied the
cOntentioné raised in the petition. According to
them, order dated 5.1.1993 in OA-856/90 was reviewed
in RA-2089/90 and CP-181/93 vide order dated
4,.11.1998. it has been pointed that applicant has
filed contempt against order dated 5.1.93 and not
against the order passed in RA. Respondents submit
that applicant had been accorded benefits, as per
Tribunal’s directions, of revised seniority and
?romotion to the rank of Inspector (Min.) w.e.f.
1.10.1887. Following the judgment.of- the Supreme
Court 1in Rbop Lal’s case (supra) seniority of the
applicant and four others was fixed amongst the
officiating Sub-Inspectors (Min.) vide Annexure R-3
dated 20.2.2001. After the revision of seniority,
applicant and four other officers became eligible for
their prdmotion to the rank of Inspector (Min.) w.e.f.

" 17.2.19386 instead of 1.10.1987. Review DPC was held
on 6.8.2001 to consider the merit and suitability of
officers for admission to promotion List ‘F’ w.e.f.
15.1.1986, the date on which the names of their
immediate Jjuniors were so considered. The review DPC
recommended the names of all these officers including
the applicant for admission to Promotion List ‘F’
(Min.) w.e.f. 15.1.1985. However, as the applicant
was placed under suspension, he could not be promoted.

HIs earlier promotion w.e.f. 1.10.1887 was cancelled
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vide order dated 21.8.2001 (Annexure R-4)
inadvertently. The mistake was rectified vide issuing
Annexure R-5 dated 25.10.2002. Applicant’s promotion
to the " post of Inspector w.e.F; 15.1.1988 was
withdrawn and recommendation kept in sealed cover. He
was ultimately dismissed from service w.e.f.
25.11.2002. Respondents have alsc pointed out that
present C.P. 1is the second Contemnt Petition and the
present Contempt Petition has been fTiled in respect of

judgment dated 5.1.1993 after a gap of 10 years.

4., We have heard the learned counsel of both

sides.

5. Learned counsel of the applicant stated
that the benefit of promotionm which had been granted
ﬁo the applicant on implementation of directions of
this court contained in order dated 5.1.1993 has been
withdrawn by the respondents and thereby they have:
‘committed contempt.. Learned counsel stated that this
benefit could not have been withdrawn even if the
applicant was placed under suspension later on and

ultimately dismissed from service.

6. It 1is observed from Annexure R-1 dated
4.11.1293 that order dated 5.%.1993 in OA-856/90 was
reviewed. The contention' of the respondents that
applicant has filed the Second contempt against order
dated 5.1.1983 in OA-855/90 and none against the order
dated 4.11.1993 in RA-658/98 in OA-858/90 1is borne out

from record. Even this contempt petition haé been
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regarding order in RA-2089/90 and RA—-658/98. Not only
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filed after a period off10 years of the orders in
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OA-856/90 and is hit by limitation under law.
7. Applicant has suppressed information

that the present C.P. haé been.f11ed much beyond the
prescribed limitation period, this is the second
contempt petition filed against order dated 5.1.1993
in OA~-856/90. It is an established law that repeated
contempt against the same orders cannot be maintained.
Further, order dated 5.1.1993 in OA-856/90 having been
reviewed by order dated 4.11.19393 cannot form the
basis of a Contempt Petition even when filed within

the limitation period.

8. Having regard to the discussion made and
reasons stated above, this Contempt Petition is
dismissed. However, applicant shall havé liberty to
agitate the issues raised in the present C.P., through
a different process, 1if. so advised, as per 1aw:
Notices issued to the alleged contemners are
discharged. : ‘ . -
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