. 5 K AR Pk
. I L
ATER TLIQ TILIE NI R, A ——
I : L1987,
. “-I
4 | » Treortvm: 7 Q Doirt . ; Vi ST £
r.justice K.5.Puttaswamy, .« vice-Chairman.
e | Yy =i w e R 1 \
on bie Mr.t.>rinivasan, . smber( A)
AR T T N O OANTIIDT T I, ATIOYN M0 MR nor7
% OURT LICATI il 1987.
3
i ] e |
.oad,
P e
001, «+ Petitioner,

(By Sri BE.V.Krishnaswa

1y 11320,

2. Director,
Atomic Menerals Divisi

r A

C ZZ}.’jFJ)

s AJLLB.Complex,
‘_' rlarahla \_‘--;ﬂ‘q r\!]::
lyderanad-a0u ulb,.
cn 1
( Y oIl el d
This application coming on for hearing this day, Vic
s application coming on for hearing this day, c
ade following:
N T R
lirm- 1O i 1~ el Vel -~ . ~
£ application ade under Section 17 of the
- V- . ~ e s v 1T
F1ounails CL,ld0d daiid mte 1Pt O SOUres £

Contemnors




.

made by this Tribunal had been technically complied. But, notwith-
standing the same, we made an order directing the contemnors and
Government which was not a party to the original proceedings to
make its order on the recommiendation of the Departmental Promotion
Committee and issue its orders thereto on or before 31-7-1987. In
compliance with the said orders, the contewinors and Governmerit
had issued orders promioting the petitioner from 1-8-1987 and to that
effect, a memo is also filed before us to-day. Sri R.V.Krishnaswariy
Rao, learned counsel for the petitioner without disputing the correct-
ness of these facts, however, contends that on the very terms of
the order made by this Tribunal, his client's case for promotion from
the date his immediate junior was promoted should have been consi-
dered and promoted also and that such failure §till arnounts to not

complying with the order of this Tribunal.

3, Shri M.S.Padmarajaiah, learned Senior Central TGovernment
Standing Tounsel appearing for the contemnors, contends that the
gl lx 5
contemnors had faithfully complied with the orders and, therefore,

we should drop these proceedings.

4, On the very terms of f;he order made by us on 4-6-1937
and the compliance now reported, these proceedings are liable to
be dropped. |

5. We have carefully read the order made by the Division Dench
on 16-1-1987. In that order; there is no direction to the contemnors
or Governiment to consider the case of the petitioner for promotion
froni any retrospective date, If that is so, then we cannot examine
that grievance of the petitioner in this contempt proceedings. We
must, therefore, drop these proceedings. DBut, this cannot and does

not prevent the petitioner from agitating his claims for retrospective
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promotion in a separate proceeding, if he is so advised, in which
it is undoubtedly open to the contemnors and other authorities to

urge all such defences as are open to them on the same.

6. In the light of our above discussion, we hold that these con-
tempt proceedings are liable to be dropped. We, therefore, drop

™

the contempt of court proceedings against the contemnors. But, in

the circumstances of the case, we direct the parties to bear their
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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRISUNAL:BANGALORE

DATED THIS THE 2ND DAY OF SEPTEMT3ER,1987.

PRESENT:
Hon'ble MLir.Justice K.S.Puttaswamy, .. Vice-Chairman.
And:
Hon'ble iir.P.Srinivasan, .. Member(A)

CONTEMPT OF COURT APPLICATION NO.2 OF 1937.

T.M..Ramachar,

Scientific Officer (Grade SF),

Atomic Minirals Division,

Department of Atomic Energy,

Patan Bhavan,

Race Course Road,

Bangalore-560 00l « Petitioner.

(By Sri B.V.Krishnaswamy Rao, Advocate)
V.

1. The Secretary,
Department of Atomic Znergy, D.Y.C.lDuilding,
C.S.MLkarg, Bombay-550 00L

Tirector,

Atomic Nienerals Division,

Departinent of Atomic Znergy

1-10-153/156, A.LLB.Complex,

Beguimpet, Hyderabad-560 016. Conte:anors

)
.

(By Sri M.S.Padimarajaiah, Standing Counsel).

This application coming on for hearing this day, Vice-Chairinan
made the following:

O RDER

In this application made under Section 17 of the Administrative

A

Tribunals Act,1285 and the Contemnt of Courts Act,l®7l, the petitioner
has moved this Tribunal to punish the contemiors for wilful disobe-

; . dience of an order made in his favour in A.No.523 of 1936,
A\
2. On 4-6-1387 we examined the case and found that the order
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made by this Tribunal had been technically complied. But, notwith;

standing the same, we made an order directing the contemnors and
T Government which was not a party to the original proceedings to
make its order on the recommiendation of the Departniental Prorniotion
Committee and issue its orders thereto on or before 31-7-1987. In
compliance with the said orders, the contewnors and Government
had issued orders prouioting the petitioner from 1-8-1937 and to that
effect, a riemo is also filed before us to-day. Sri ™V.<rishnaswa:iy
Rao, learned counsel for the petitioner without disputing the correct-
ness of these facts, however, contends that on the very terns of
the order made by this Tribunal, his client's case for proinotion from
the date his immediate junior was promoted should have been consi-
dered and proaioted also and that such failure :still amounts to not

coniplying with the order of this Tribunal.

3. Shri !i.S.Padmarajaiah, learned Senior Central SGoverniment
Standing Tounsel appearing for the conteminors, contends that the
contemnors had faithfully complied with the orders and, therefore,

we should drop these proceedings.

4, On the very terms of the order made by us on 4-6-1937
and the compliance now reported, these proceedings are liable to

be dropped.

5. We have carefully read the order made by the Division Bench
on 16-1-1237. In that order, there is no direction to the contemnors

0 ';"“‘,}-._,,Ol‘ Governiient to counsider the case of the petitioner for proiiotion

“from any retrospective date. If that is so, then we cannot exainine

t grievance of the petitioner in this contempt proceedings. e
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proinotion in a separate proceeding, if he is so advised, in which
it is undoubtedly open to the contemnors and other authorities to

urge all such defences as are open to them on the same.

6. In the light of our above discussion, we hold that these con-
tempt proceedings are liable to be dropped. Ve, therefore, drop
the contempt of court proceedings against the contemnors. 7ut, in
the circuinistances of the case, we direct the parties to bear their
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