o
S IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIAUNAL
i AHMEDABAD BENCH
Uﬂkﬂé «_'.;,./«ijf;lar-u
DATE OF DECISION
Shri A.D.Makwana Petitioner
1 akah Advocate for the Petitioner(s)
Versus
Inion of TIndia 2 others Respondent

: i a Advocate for the Respondent(s)

CORAM :

The Hon’ble Mr. '". .

The Hon’ble Mr.

o
1. Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the Judgement ¢

2. To be referred to the Reporter or not ? >

3. Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgement ¢ -

4. Whether it needs to be circulated to other Benches of the Tribunal ? - |
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to comply with the direction given in the order
dated 19/11/1988 in 0.A./110/88. The Original
Application related to a representation regarding
the adverse remarks communicated to the applicant.

Tt was disposed of with the following direction.

To the authorityx which is empowered
and which is hicgher then the Commissioner
of Income Tax is remitted the case to

dispose of the repfesentation made by

R,

the petitioner acainst impucned
? 4 [s)

communication of adverse remarks and in

b

doing so the principles laid down in
the judgments cited to the extent
applicable be borne in mind by the

respondent authorities. We direct that

{

the orders disposing of the represen-
tation by the competent authority be
passed within three ma@nths of the

date of this orﬂer; The adverse remarkk
comm@inicatad to the petitioner =m bhe

not taken into account until the disposal

of

the representation.
observation and direction the case is

disposed of.

. The applicant's representation was

disposed of by the Annexure A/2 @ letter dated 30/05/1080
l
The applicant requested on 16/10/1989,the second respon-

dent the Chief Commissioner Income Tax, Ahmedabad,to
\
pgss a speaking order according to the Tribunal's

4¥rection. The applicant was informed Dy the Annexure A/©C
l
letter dated 23/10/1980 that there was no dir

king order,be passed.
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the Tribunal,that &keee a spea

~~

these circumstances,this Contempt Application has been

filed.
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in

0A/110/88

Coram : Hon'ble Mr. PeHe Trivedi ¢ Vice Chairman

22/1/1990

Heard Mr.lMMeke.Anand, learned advocate for the
petitioner, who states that he is informed that a
DPC will meet in a very short period and if the adverse
remarkg retained on the record of the officer is considered
by it, the petitioner's chance of promotion will be
adversely affected. The petitioner has not been able to
get any redressal from the departmental authorities in
pursuance of the observations made by the Tribunal in its
judgment of 9/12/88. Mr.M.R.Bhatt for Mr.R.P.Bhatt, learned
advocate for the respondents stated that the fact that

the remarks have been suitably modified shows the:

(1

k?“‘i?ﬁ(’
is an application of mind, that there is neither Lﬁt@&%ﬁ§}

. A Bisw
nor réquirement to pass speaking order of the disposal of
the represemtation and that the judgment of the Tribunal
referred to did not require o the respondents to give
any such speaking ordere £or thaje reasons it is clear
that there is no contempt. After hearing the learned
advocates, the respondents are directed to file their
reply on why a notice should not be issued for contempt

\,x\
giving details of the manner in WnLCh\thL implementation

of the Court's observations have been edrried46&%? The
petitioner had been protected in terms of the:observation
of the Tribunal in the order dated 9/12/1988vin the light
of the apprehension of the petitioner that the DPC on
considering the adverse remarks retaing may cause any
adverse conseguence to the petitioner, It is brought to

the pointed attention of the respondents that until this

Tribunal is satisfied that the petitioner's representation




/

has been disposed of in accordance with the Siggetions

and observations in the judgmentf éhere is basis

for the apprehension of the petitioner and the respondents
should keep this aspect in view before any decision

of such a nature is taken by them. The case be posted

on 7/2/1990 for orders.

v‘g" B .

i (PeHeTrivedi)
Vice Chairman

a.a.bhatt
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Cere/74/89 _
in ({gj\

Oe.ha/110/89
Corai : Hon'ble Mr. PeHe. Trivedi : Vice Chairman

7/2/1990

Mr.MeRe.Bhatt for Mr.R.P.Bhatt, learned
advocate for the respondents files written reply,
Be taken on record. Learned advocate for the petitioner is
allowed two weeks time to file rejoinder. The case is

adjourned. Registry to post the case accordingly.

‘/\\\ N\ /’\’
Uy
(PeHoeTrivedi)
Vice Chairman

a.depnatt




Cont.Appln.No.74/89
in

OeA./110/88

Coram : Hon'ble Mr. PeHe Trivedi ¢ Vice Chairman

26/2/1990

Mre.anil Raval for Mr.M.R.Anand, learned advocate
for the petitioner files his rejoinder, the same may be
taken on record. Mr.MeR.Bhatt for Mr.R.P.Bhatt, learned
advocates for the respondents present. Mr.Anil Raval

one week's

requests for/time., Allowed. The case is adjourned.

Registry to fix the case for orders.

-

"//' . \ N
9/ \/ \\/ >\\ \g

(PeHoeTrivedi)

Vice Chairman

de.debhatt




7“"/’\

C.R./74/89 _,
in 4 N /
\ “\\ /
0.2./110/88 7/
~

CORAlM : Hon'ble Mr. P.H. Trivedi .. Vice Chairman
9.3.1990

Mr. N.S. Shevde,for Mr. R.P. Bhatt, learned
advocate for the respondents requests for time. Mr.
Anil Raval for Mr. M.3e. Anand, learned advocate for
the petitioner has no objection. Allowed. Registry

to post the case accordingly.

9 B
\f\\\\\“T\

( P H Trivedi )
Vice Chairman

*Mogera




C.A./74/89

in

C.2./110/88

Hon'ble I

Hon'ble I

3.4. 1990

s mn

Neither

is adjourned.

5 cag

( A V-Haridasan )
31 Member

o T, )
*Mogerc

party nor its advoce

te present. The
,"\
AR
VA,
( P H Trivedi )
X7 A4 ~ L. -
Vice Chairman




C.A./74/89

in
0.A./110/88
\- |
CORAM : Hon'ble Mr, P.H. Trivedi .o Vice Chairm

Hon'ble Mr, R.C. Bhatt «e Judicial Member

20.3.1991

Neither petitioner nor advocate for the petitioner
and respondents present. The case be posted after 15 days.

A Ay

( R C Bhatt ) ( P H Trivedi )
Judicial Member Vice Chairman

*Mogera




