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ORDE R

(By Hon'ble Mr.SeReAdice, Membe r(A),)
This is an application filed\by Smt.Satnam
Luthra for initiating contempt of Court proceedings
aéainst the respOndehts,together with recovery of
the costs' from them, for the alleced wilful
non=compliance of the directions contained in the

judament of this Tribunal dated 25.5.92 in O.2.
"No.1332/91.

ok In the said O.A., the appliéant had soug
directions to the respondents to give her promotion
as UDC from the due date from September, 1981 followed
. by further promotion to the grade of Assistant
with effect from September,1986 and for quashing

of the order whereby her promotion had been given
effect to from 12.3.90.

e ¢ The said direction contained in the

judgvent dated 25.5.92(Supra) is extracted below
and reads thuss-

"In the conspectus of the aforesaid facts
the respondents are directed to review *the
seniority of the applicant in the light
of the order passed in T.A.713/85(Smt.,

Swaran Bawe ja) dated 21;11.86 and mcéns‘
her promotion as UDC in accordénce;iwityh




i, 1N
the seniority so detemined on review. We
leave the discretion in regard to posting
with respondents since they have to considerx
the totality of factors and public interest,
but the contention of the petitioner in

her representation dated 19.3.92 aoted
in para 3 and the observation in para 7 -

be kept in view?

4, Thus, the respondents were called upon to
review the applicant's seniority in the light of
the order passed in T.A.Iilo.713/85(Smt.Swaran Bawe ja)
dated 21411.86 and remnsider her promotion as UDC
in accordance with the seniority so detemmined
on review, While doing so, the respondents were
further directed to keep in view the applicant's
prayer to be 3d3u~,ted against the vacant post

/{,['ﬁﬂ[ [_’7\{ A
of UDC available,in the B.P.R.& D Headquarters.

.58 In the reply, the respondents have stated
that in compliance of this Tribunal's directions
(Supra), the applicant's seniority as LDC was
refixed from 24,9, 76 and she thus became eligible
for promotion as UDC in 1981, after five years®
service as LDC in accordanceirith the recruitment
rules to the post of UDC ., Accordingly, a xevn_ew
meeting

DPFC/was held on 16.,7.93 which assessed her ' A

suitability for promotion to the post of UDC =

with reference to the years 1981 to 1989, The reviey
DPC did not find her fit for promotion to the
post of UDC in any year from 1981 +o 1989, On the

"basis of the recornrrendatlons of the DFC mee ting

“held: in 1990, the applicant was issved appointment

order as UDC vige Office Order dated 21,12.90 and

was posted to GEOD, Calcutta. Since she did not

Jolink the post of UDC, it is stated that she willho ber
W -

considered for promotion along with others for the
prost of UDC 1n the DPC Weeting to be held durlng

this year 1993, Thls position has also been

communicated to the applicant vige _respondents!
datE‘d 16.7093.
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6. We have perused the records of the review
DPC meeting held on 16.7.93 tocether with the
chara;:t6r-roll of the applicant which the respondents
had produced before us., W note that the DFC was
properly ®@nsituted, and on the basis of the materials
before them had concluded that the applicant was
not fit for promotion to the post of UDC in any year
from 1981 to 1989, If the applicant has any
grievance against the respondents' decision not to
promote her in any year from 1981 to 1989 based upon
the recommendations of the DPC, it is oren for her
to agitate the matter throudh competent proceedings in
accordance with law, A contempt of Court action
is not the proper course to agitate this matter,
While considering whether prima facie the Contempt
of Court action should be initiated in-this case,
this Tribunal is required to see whether there
has been any contumacious Violation of this Tribunal's
directive omntained in its judgment dated 25.5.92
or note, The directive was to review the aﬁplicant's
seniority, which has been complied with and thereafter
to moconsider her promotion as UDC in accordance
with the seniority so detemmined on review, This PN
recoﬁsideration of the abplicant's promotion as UDC
has also been @ mplied with by the respondents, and
if the applicant hashany grievance with regard to the |
_decisionbased‘on/iggonsideration, it is open to
her, as stated above, to agitate the matter th:cough

competent proceedings in accordance, with lawe
Under the circumstances, we hold that no

cause for initiating contempt of Court action has

" been made ou t,and this apolication is accordingly




e

dismissed, No costs,
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