
• 	 op EN COURT  

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
ALLAHABEN,...q .AB 

Civil Misc. Contempt 

I 
Origiral hppli 

Application No.76 of 2001. 

 

aticn No.817 of 1993. 

  

ttLii, the 	 of S es. te 

Hon •ble bts..Justice R.R.K. Trivedi, Vice—Chairman. 
Hon 	 nwari mbe 

J.N. L Das 

son of Sri R.K. Das 

rio M 63 Sector 12, Noida, U.P. 

(By Advocate : Sri 	N.L. Sriva.stava) 

Versus, 

• 

Snit Teenu joshi 
Development Commissioner 
Ministry of Textile, West 
R.K. Puram New Delhi. 

Handicrafts) 
Block No.7 

Re sponde nts.  

(By Advocate : Sri A Sthalekar) 

R j R  

(1-ionible ti-r.Justice 	Trivedi, V.C.) 

By this contempt application filed under section 

17 of Administrative Tribunals Act 1985, the applicant 

has prayed to punish -th -  respondents for committirr, 

wilful disobedience of the order of this Tribunal dated 

17.10.2030 passed in C.A. No.817 of 1993. 

2. 	The facts of the c Se are that the applicant was 

  

working on adhoc basis as Store Keeper with effe 

from 01.10.1980 in the Ministry of Textile. 



2— 

The applicant was promoted on regular basis as Store 

Keeper w.e.f. 22.08.1991. The claim of the applicant is 

that he should have been promoted w.e.f. 17.01.1984. For 

this grievance, he filed aforesaid U.K. in which the 

Tribunal gave the following direction: 

"Uncer the circumstances we consider it necessary 
to direct the respondents to consider the applicant 
for promotion alono with persons officiating on 
adhoc basis and senior to him with retrospective 
effect and promote them from the date when they 
are considered fit for promotion by a review 
D.P.0 The compliance cf this order shall be made 
within a period of three months from the 'd„+•e 
a copy of this or er is filed before the repondents. 
There shall be no order as to costs". 

In pursuance of aforesaid direction, review D.P.O. 

was held on'20.03.2002. A copy of minutes has been 

  

filed as Annex ure 	Review D.P.0 concluded in the 

following mann3r. 

rs of D.P.0 were of the opinion 
reason to recommend the promotion 
to the post of S.K. on regular 
her officials who were also 
hoc basis as SK under Carpet 
to him in the feeder cadre post 
01.1984 or prior to 28.08.1991 

due to non—availability of sufficient number 
of vacant post of S.K. under Carpet Scheme and also 
due to the fact t at no official junior to Shri 
Das under Carpet cheme had been promoted prior to 
him". 

Thus the D.P.0 though considered the direction of Tribune 

but refused to grant 	
f

tat romotion to the applicant from 

back date i.e. with effec from 17.01.1984. 

3. 	Learned counsel f 	the respondents has plced 

before ust paragraph NO. (d) of the counter of 

filed by the respondents ti hers 	it has been stated that 

in the year 1.986, 76 post were created and those ,  posts were 

already continuing tow b f•re. It has been stated that 

in the year 11991 after ob aining the approval of 

"At lost, all messb 
that there was no 
of Shri J.N.L.Das 
basis alongwith 
officiating on ad—
Scheme and senior 
of SK/ A0 as on 17,  



Member-A. 

3- 

Department of Expenditur , Ministry of Finance and 

D.o.p.r. 85 Storekeeper-cum-Accounts Clerk were recommended 

for promotion to the post Storekeeper and thus the 

applicant was also promoted as Storekeeper w.e.f. 

28.08.1991. In pare 5(c) , it has been stated that Review 

  

D.P.0 did not find any reason to consider the promotion 

of applicant on roguler basis from 17.01.1984 against the 

said  9 posts of Storekeeper under Carpet Scheme with a view 

great of benefit of promotion cannot be at the 

cost of interest of the said officials who were admittedly 

senior to him in the feede cadre post of Storekeeper-cum 

Accounts Clerk and had hot -been impieaded in the 0.A. 

as respondents before the Hon'ble . 	̀ILICourt. 

13. There will be no ord 

the aforesaid facts, in pera 

it to say that applicant has 

17.01.19E4 by way cf wilful 

n of this Tribunal. Thus, no 

. The application is r-jected. 
ti\A 

ver,pplicant is dissatisfied, 

r as to costs. 

4. In our opinion from 

5(c) and 5(d), it is diffic 
4°"`Nta4 A 

been refused' romotion w.e. 

disobedience of the directi 

case of contempt is made ou 

Notices are discharged. How 

he may file fresh O.A. 

Vice-Chairman. 

kianish/- 


