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effect. This was challenged on the ground that
the authority who initiated the disciplinary

sameé, The gpplicant!s suit was dismis sed by the
Munsif's court ang the District Judge, Kanpur
allowed the appeal against the order of the
Munsif's court, The I'espondents filed an app eal
against this order which was Pénding in the

High court of Judicature at Allahabad, The matter

which fell for adjudic stiaen by this mBepmap Tribuna]

1n the aforesaid 0.4, was the legality of the
action of the Lespondents in not considering

the applicant due to pendency of the disciplinary
pPfoceedings, The 0.4, was disposed of by the

following directions;

" Accordingly we direct the respondents

to take action in dccordance with the
instructions contained in the above-.
mentioned OM of 30.10,1982 ang set up

a DPC to consider the fitness of the
dpplicant for promotion to He higher post
as on the date his immediate juniors were
considered and to keep the findings of the
Committee in segled cover to be opened

°n the conclusion of the inquiry, »
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the sald directions, In such cases , the time
which is.ﬁﬁmmﬁlnormally'allowed to the respondents
1s 6 months for compliance with the direction,
Reckoned from a date 6 months from the date of

the order, the present application for contempt
has been filed %uch after expiry of 1 year from
the date by which an craer was to e complied with,
At this stage, therefore, no proceedings for
contempt can be initiated, The learned counsel

for the gpplicant stranuously arqued that the
contempt has 'béen éémmitted” bytthecrespondénts

by the issue of the order dated 29.10,1992
(Annexure- A 5) in which it has been stated that
his case should be considered only in Judy,

1992 since the vacancy which arose earlier was

reserved for S.C. candidates, We are unable to

accept his contention that the alleged contempt

of court has been committed by issuing of the
letter dated 29,10.1992 . Contempt of the court,
if at all, has been committed much before this
period , in case, the direction of the Tribunal
dated 4.8,1987 was not complied with, Since more
than 1 yearg have-passed after the period of
compliance expired, we cannot take cognizence

of this contempt petition since no proceeding

Cen be initiated at this stage,

3. The contempt petition, is therefore, f
dismissed, / {
(ﬁTﬁ][)\‘LLLn‘ | '
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