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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 

ALlAHABAD BENCH 

•••• 
Registraticn Contenpt Applicatiq, No. 14 of 1990 

In 

O.A. No. 163 Of 1986 

Amir Ahmad ••• 

vs 

P.K. Lahiri and others ••• 

HQ'l 'ble Mr K. Cbayya, A•"-• 

HQ> fble Mr s ,N, Prasad, J .M, 

Applicant 

CJ>. Parties. 

(Hon' Mr K. Cl:>ayya, A.M.) 

This conteq>t application has been filed for 

n~ conpliance of the order and judgment dated 

15-~88 in O.A, No. 163/86 • The applicant Amjr 

Ahmad who is a Senior Geologist in Geological 

Survey of India at LucknON, has filed the said 

original application aggrieved by denial of 

promotion to him, due to pendency of disciplinary 

proceedings and vigilance inquiry. After considering 

the matter en merits, the case was disposed Of by 

direction to the respondents to conclude the 

disciplinary proceedings within 4 months from the 

d~te of receipt of a cOpy of the order provided 

the applicant co0perates, There was also directicn 

for considering the case of the applicant as per 

rules for promoticn by the D.P.C, at its next sitting 

to be held in future. 

2. It is stated in the cQ'lteq>t applicati~, 

that the applicant made several representaticns 

to the respQldents for conpliance of the above 

directions but there has been no progress in this 

case. " 
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3. The O.F. conteoners filed their affidavit 

denying allegations of delay or nQ'l coapliance 

of the Tribunals • order. 

4. We have heard the applicant who bi111Self 

argued his case at considerable length and 

Shri Ashok MOhiley the learned counsel Q1 behalf 

~posite Parties-ccateaners. It is stated in the 

affidavits of the O.P.-c~ten:ners that immediately 

after receipt of a c0py of the order in O.A. 

No. 163/861 they filed a review petitica No.37/88 

which was rejected by order dated 28-4-89 and 

their request for extensiQl of time was also r 

rejected. Thereafter, the inquiry in the disciplinary 

proceedings against the applicant was taken up 

and the inquiry was held en various dates between 

9-5-89 to 7-12-89. The inquiry had to be held 

at JaD'Ja.1, Shri Na gar and Delhi to facilitate 

the examination of witnesses. It is also stated 

that the delay was also due to the non-coeperation 

of the applicant who raised soma Ob~ecticas or 

the other and also wanted Board of Inquiry to 

cqiduct the inquiry. These Objections had to be 

referred to Headquarters at Delhi and also the 

Ministry,.&s suitable replies were to be given 

to the applicant~ lt is also stated that delay 

in finalising the inquiry was also due to factors 
' 

beyond the c~trol of the administratiQ1 as the 

law and order situati'*1 in Ja111 m1 and Kashmir was 

so disturbed and even registered .t.tters were not 
. 

accepted by the Postal Authorities and also the 

matter had to be referred to variaus administrative 

wings like c.s.I., c.~.c. etc.and that every 

possible effort wa$ made by the administ.raticn 
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to coaplete the proceedings in the shortest 

possible tim3 .i. 

5. Regarding the promoticn of the applicant 

it is stated that the case of the applicant was 

considered by the D.P.C. held on 8-2-90. The 

applicant could not be promoted as the vacancies 

v..iere cnly 19 and his seniority position was 52 

and that no junior to the applicant was promoted. 

6. We have carefully gene throuc}l the affidavits 

filed by the Ci>.Ps- Contenners, We have also examined 

the D.P.C. proceedings and c0py of the inquiry 

report shown to us by the learned counsel for the 

q, .P. C<nte mers. The case of the applicant was 

considered by the D.P.C. and he could not be 

promoted as he was too junior. The disciplinary 

inquiry has also been conpleted. Having given 

our anxious c qisideration, we are convinced that tbe 

delay <n the part of the O.P. Contenners in 

coaplj'ing witb the order of the Tribunal in O.A. 

No. 163 of 1986 is not wilful ~at was necessitated 

due to eX'tra~ ordinary circumstances prevailing 

in Jamau and Kashmir State and also involvem~t-
~IC 

of more than ct\e Ministry, t.B.I, c.v.1 ; in 

finalisation of the matter. Mtre delay in conplying 

withihe order of the Tribunal does not constitute 

a conteq,t. The delay has to be deliberate and 

wilful. We do not find that a case is made out for 

conte"t:>t proceedin~s against the O.Fs-CQntemers. 

Tile cQlteq:>t petitiqi fails and the notice issued 

to the Ccntemers is hereby discha 1~d. 
---./ ,z I .L , 1€;;i3ER{;) r ( IE , ' ~(A·)f P-

(sns} . 
July ft;'f1 J.991 
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