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IN THE CE.N'l'RAL ADHI~iLSTRATIV'E TR IBU!~AL, 

JAIPlm BEtl:H, JAIP'LR 

(:::: 

CP No. tS/96 in 
OA Ne. 483/89 

Karnek Singh 

••• 
Date of order: 19-3-1996 

•• Petitioner 

Versus 

T.Srinivasan arr.:t another •• Respandents 

r~r. J. P.Sharrna, Counsel for the petitiener 

CORAM: 

__.-· 

HON' BLE K{ .0. P.SHARt~,ADl1INI$·IRATI'IE HEMBER 

HOt~ BLE RA·rTAN ffiAK.;;sH J'(DICI·~·L MEMBER. , 

ORDER 

Shri Harnek Singh has filed this Contempt 

~tition umder Section 17 of the Administrative 

since the respondents have fciled to comply ~iith 

the directions of the Tribt.mal contained in order 

dated 17-1-94 (Annexure-At) passed in oA No. 483/.'39, 

Harnek Singh Vs Union of India and another, they 

should be punished ils per the provisions of 

section 12 of the Contempt of Courts Act for their· 

wilful disobedience of the Tribunals order. 

2. 

petitioner and have go~ thro1J.gh the m3terlitl on 

record. 

3. In the order (Annexure-At) dated 17-1-94 

the Tribunal had given a direction to respondents 

Nos. t and 2, in the oA, to take up the case of 

the applicant with the u.P.s.c. for reconsideration 

of his seniority in the I.P.s. on the basis of 

the select list of the R.P.s. whereby he was given 

senierity in the s~lection grade of R.P.S.from the 
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year 1977. The T:cihJ.r:Pl h::t.:l further directed th3.t 

s l.lch a reference sh&ll be n"f'lde '111 i thin a per icd of 

2 months frvm the dati!' of communicat:i..on c.f the 

Tr·ibun31' s order. Ac.:oi:ding to the learned counsel 

for the petitioner the Tribun::tl • s ord-::r \-:as communi-

cated to the:; petitioner .:·n :: 1-1-9•1, \•Jhich :i..s the •. :'J.ate 

Petition h3.S be.en filed on 16-~-96. The question 

arise:s \'Jhether t.hi.=: petitic·n is b3.rred. by limitaticms 

in vie\:J of the provision.3 of Section 20 of the 

Contemr:•t ·:::>f Courts l"-ct, 1971. The learned counsel 

for the petitioner stated that non-fiY.ation of 

seniority ~;as a continu·~us cause of action as the 

consequential benefits "'Ihich v!ere to be r·~id to him 

as a result o£ refix-3-tic.n of his s~niorit~, w~re 

denied to him which would hC~.ve accr:.1e·:l to him othen-.1 ise. 

He cited i:~fore us :'3 judgement of t~1e H0n' ble 

Supreme Court in Firm Ganpat Ram R3jlEUJTIBr 'Is Kalu. 

Ram and othere. Alf:. 1989, SC ~285, \o7herein ·3.ccording 

to him the Hon'ble Supreme Court held that. ~ince 

the failure to give possession of the premises by 

force of the order of Senior s.1.1b Judge, i.f it. amc:mnted 

to u contempt in a s ituatior. of the nature diScussed 

in the Hon' ble Suprer1e Court, ,,,as a continuing \vrong 

' and, ther~fore, th~re was no scop~ for application 

of S·ection 2 0 of the Contempt of Courts J\ct. On the 

same analogy. the learned counsel for the petittoner 

of action v..1as continuous there iS no question of 

applicability of Section 21) of the Cont~rnpt of Courts 

Act. 

4. We have considered the J.nC3.tter carefully. 

The facto of the j udgernent relied lJPQn by the learned 
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counsel for the petitioner are entirely different 

from those :~tl1 the present case. In the present case 

the petitioner ha5 already retired from service 

as on the date of filing of the petition and the 
I 

question here \vas of fix:l.tion of seniority. Ue 

are of thll! view that there is no continuing cause 

of action invol-v .. ed in this case at present. 'VIhile 

a copy of the Tribunal's order in the oA was given 

to the petitioner on 21-1-94 ar:d at most the limitation 

period of one year COl.lld be ~aid t0 commence fr&m 

the date of expiry of a p~r iod. •:>f t\':o months from 

the date of receipt of a copy af the Tribunal's order 

by the petitioner, the Contempt Petition has been 

filed on 16-2-96 i.e. nearly after a period of 

2 years. This Cor.tempt Petition is, therefQre, 

clearl~l tirr:e 'bClrred ilnd f$, ther-::fGre, dismissed, 

accordj.ngly. [) ~· 

Bt~~ 
(Rattan Pr·~kashl 

n <o.P.s[aJ) 
Judicial MeMber Adminiatrative ~~mber 
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