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BEFORE THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL l
BANGALORE BEWCH BANGALGRE

DATED THIS THE 5TH DAY OF FEBRUARY, 1987

Present:

Hon'ble Mr. P, Srinivasan, Member (A)

APPLICATION N0O.1533/86

P. Purshotham,

S/o Late M, Munisuwamy,

aged 4B years,

Care Taker,

Leologyical Survey of India,

- Jayanagar Shopping Complex,

BANGALGRE - 1. XXX Applicant

(Shri S. Vasantha Kumar, Advocate) g
3
V.,

1. Senior Deputy Director General,
Southern Regyional Office,
beological Survey of India,
Hyderabad - 1,

uvLe o

2, Sri. Shaik Khasim Sahil,
Store Keeper (Technical)
Geological Survey of India,
Southern Regional Office,

Hyderabad ~ 1., eeese Resnondents

(shri M.S. Padmarajaiah,(SCGSC)

This application has come up for hearing befors

his Bench to-day, Vice-Chairman, made the following.

A 0 RDER

In this transferred application received from
the High Court of Karnataka under Section 29 of
the Administrative Tribunals Act of 1985 ('the Act')

the applicant has challenged Memo No.910/A-28015/5/83
dated 10.5.1985 (Annexure-£) and office CrdersNo.8303/

A.32016/18 /85/16A dated 15.5.1985 (Annexure-fF and G)

=

Hon'ble Mr. Justice K.S, Puttaswamy, Vice=Chairman
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' of the Senior Deputy Director General,,teologlcal

Survey of India, Southern Reg;onal DFFPCe,

Hyderabad ('DG').
] | ;

2. The apolicant joined service in the office
|
of the Geological Survey of India on 19.11.1963 as

a Care Taker. He has been confirmed kn that post
|

from 1.10.1965. In the cadre of care takar, the

anplicant is senior to respondent-Z.iDn 16.,3.1984
(Annexure-C) the Director, Southern éegional office,
teological Survey of India, Hyderabad promoted the

|
annplicant as Store Keeper Technical ('SKT’) on an

ad=-hoc basis.

|
3. On 13.5.1985 a Departmental Pkomotion
Committee ('DPC') constituted for tWe ourpose
considered the cass of the applican?,'raspondent-Z
and tuo others for regular promotioj to the tuwo

' un reserved'! promotional posts of $KT and recommend-

ad for the promotion of respondent—é and one other

. | .
nerson with whom uwe are not concernede . Accepnting

those recommendations,the DG had promoted respondent-2

on 15.5.1985 to the post of SKT on F regular basis,

iggggigéggﬁj and had reverted the applicant Froq the post of SKT

to the post of Care Taker (Annexure=F&G)

1
i
i

4, For the calendar year 19833 (Vizufrom 1.1.1983
to 31.12.1983) the reoorting officér of the apnlicant
made certain adverse entries in his confidential

|
L report ('CR'), with which tne reviguwing officer also
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A
) concurred. Some time in February or March, 1984 1
those adverse entries wers communicated to the
applicant. Agyrieved by the same, the applicant
filed an apoeal before the DG on 30.5,1984 (Annexure-D),

who by his order dated 10.5.1985 (Annexure-E) has dis-

missed the same, wuhich is one of the orders challenged.
. by him,

S The applicant has uryed that the promotion of
resdondent-2, his supersession and reversion uere

in violation of the Leologyical Survey of India
(broup 'C' Non-Ministerial posts) Recruitment Rules,

1960 (*Rules') and Article 16 of the Constitution.

6. In justification of the orders made and
challenged, the respondent-~1 has filed his reply,
Respondent-2 who has been served with notice has

remained absent and is unrepresented.

¢ 7. Sri. S. Vasanth Kumar, learned counsel for
the applicant contends that the promotion of respondent=2

and the consequent reversion of his client were in
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contravention of the Rules and Artile 16 of the

Constitution.

)
/A . Sri., M.S. Padmarajaiah, learned Central Govern-
%, " .
% ment Senior Standing Counsel appearingy for respondent -1
|
has sought to support the promotion of respondent-2 and

!:n the reversion of the applicant.

9. The promotion to the posts of SKT are regulated
by the Rules. Under these Rules the promotions to
the posts of SKT are on a non selection or seniority

cum fitness basis,

S
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/2. Ue quash the order dated 15.5/1985

officials for atleast a minimum period of 3 ysears.
The consideration for promotion cannot be based on
the CRs of any one particular year and should be based

on a total evaluation. We have no do&bt that the
<

i

DPC or the appointing authority whosever reconsiders
f .

the cases of the apalicant and responﬁent-Z will bear

these principles also in redoing the matter,
f

15. In the light of our above diskussion, ve make

I
the following orders and directions: '

1, We reject this application in}so far as
it challenges Memo dated 10,5./1985
(Annexure-E£) of the DG as not pressed
by the applicant.

4//

(Annexure-G) of the DG only ip so .far

as it relates to the promotioé of

respondent-2 and direct respoﬁdent-1

to reconsider the case of the?applicant

and respondent-2 to the pest éf SKT as

on 15.5.1985 and make appropriate orders

i .in accordance with lauw and thg observa-
tions made in this order with 'all such
expedition as is possible in éhe Circum-

’ stances of the case and in any event

} within 3 months from the date of receint

% of the order of this Court. éut, till

. then only respondent=-2 is permitted to
discharge the duties of the piomoted post,
which shall not be taken into consideration
by the OPC and the DG in maki?g a

fresh
selection., | r/////
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16. Application is disposed of in the above terms,

|
|

But, in the circumstances of the case, We direct

the parties to bear their own costs.
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CONTEMPT OF COURT

LR K K N O R 3

IN APPLICATION NO, 4533/86(T)

w. p. NU.

Applicant _
Shri P. Purushothaman

To

1.

2,

Shri P, Purushotheman
Store Keepsr (Technical)
Operations Karpataka & Goa
Geological Surwey of India
Jayanagar Shopping Complex
Bangalors - 560 011

Shri S. Yasantha Kumar
Advocate

9/1, R.V. Shetty Layout
Seshadripuram

Bangalore - 560 020

3

4,

The Senior Dsputy Director
Geological Survey of India
Southern Regional Office
Hyderabad -~ 1 (A,P.) ..

Shri M. Vesudswa Rao
Central Govt. Stng Counsal
High Court Building
Bangalore - 560 601

APPLICATION NO

- 12

REGISTERED

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
BANGALORE BENCH

Commercial Complex(BDA)
Indiranagar
Bangalore - 560 038

Pated 8 21 APR 1988
M/ea

/

Respondent

V/e The Sr. Dy. Director General, GSI, Hyderabad

Genaral

Subject ¢ SENDING COPIES OF ORDER _PASSED BY THE BENCH

Please find enclosed herewith the copy of ORDER/ST¥N ADKRERXNXORGIRX

of Court

passed by this Tribunal in the above saiq{apﬁilcg%lon on 12-4-~38 .

L\é/rncl ‘:"As above
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EPUTY REGISTRAR
(JUDICIAL)




CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
BANGALORE

DATED THIS THE 12TH DAY OF APRIL, 1988

Hon'ble Shri Justice K.S. Puttaswamy, Vice-=Chairman
Present and

Hon'ble Shri P. Srinivasan, Member (A) ' _

CONTEMPT OF COURT APPLICATION No. 12/1988

Shri P, Purushothaman,

S/o. late Shri M. Ponnuswamy,

Aged 50 years

Store Kesper (Technical),

Operations Karnataka & Goa,

Geoloyical Survey of India,

Jayanagar Shopping Complex,

Bangaloras. : cece Petitioner

(Shri Vasanth Kumar, Advocate)

Ve
The Senior Deputy Director General,
Southern Regional Office,

Geologjical Survey of India,
Hyderabad, ceee Cdntemnor.

(Shri M. Vasudeva Rz0, CeG.A.S.CL)
[' ' L
This application having come .up for hearing to-day,

el ﬂ?,é ’%i_ce-Chairman made the following?

OROER

Courts Act, 1971 (the Acts), the petitioner has moved
us to punish the contemnor for non-implementation of our

order made in his favour on 52,1987 in A.No.1533/86.

2. In A.No.1533/86, wuhich was a transferred appli-
cation received from the High Court of Karnataka, the
petitioner had challenged the promotion of one Sheikh

Kasim Sahib arrayed as respondent 2 therein to the post
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of Store Keeper Technical (SKT) from 15.5L1985 and
his supersession to the said post from thé; day.

On an examination of the fival claims made thereto

we disposed of the said application with khe follow=-
ing. directionsi- :
|
"Je quash the order dated 15.5.@5
(Annexure~G) of the DG only in’
so far as it relates to the pro-
motion of respondent-2 and ;.
direct respondent-1 to reconsider
the case of the applicant and res-
pondent=2 to the post of SKT as

on 15.,5.,1985 and make appropriéte
orders in accordance with law and
the observations made in this
order with all such expedition/as
is possible in the circumstances
of the case and in any event with-
in 3 months from the date of ré—
ceipt of the order of this Cou#ta
2

But, till then only respondent:
is permitted to discharge the

duties of the promoted post,
which shall not be taken into
cpnsideration by the DPC and the

DG in making a fresh selectionl.

The petitioner claims that the contemnor| had not complied

with these directions of this Tribunal,

3. In his reply the contemnor had a;serted that in
pursuance of our order, a neu Oepartmenéal Promotion
Committee (DPC) examined the case of the petitioner and
Sheikh Kasim Sahib for promqtion on B8.,4.1987, as on
15.5.1985 and that body again recommendéd the supersession

of the petitioner as on 15.5.1985. The contemnor had

|

i
i
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asserted that the pstitioner had houwever been promoted
ﬂﬁﬁ_ from 22.6.1987, uhich he had accepted and is working

ever since then.

4, We have heard Shri S. Vasanth Kumar, learned
Counsel for the petitioner and Shri M. Vasudeva Rao,

learned Counsel for the contemnors.

S. In our order, we directed the contemnor to re-
consider the case of the petitioner and Sheik Knarim
Sahib for promotion as on 15.5.1985 afresh. In com=-
pliance with that direction a neu Departmental Promo-
tiﬁﬁ Committee in its proceedin s held on 8.4.1987
agyain recemmended for the supersession of the pstitioner.,
We have perused the proceedings of the Departmental
Promotion Committee held on 8.4.1987. e are of the
view that what had been done by that Departmental
Promotion Committes was in full and faithful compliance
. QN”VL;$¥§§;F the order made by us. If that is so then there are
;f/§& AN grounds for us to proceed against the contsmnor for

~
w\
iy a n-implementation of our order.

7) Whether the supersession of the petitioner again
“on B.4.1987 was proper or not cannot be properly examined
by us in contempt of court proceedings. If the petitioner

is aggrieved by the same,'than his remedy is to challenge

the same in a separate proceedings.

7. On the foregoiny we hold this contempt of Court
proceedings is liable to be dropped. UWe, therefore,

TRUE COPY drop this contempt of court proceeding. But in the
circumstances of the case, ue direct the parties to

bear their oun costse.

&Mﬁ&?ﬂ 4 , R - -~ . P /
HEPUTY REGISTRAR (InLY vy ‘

‘CI-NTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAE 56\{ - & -

!

BANGALORE V ICE-CHATRMAN '\7'“\""\“ MEMBER (A)



