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Ii] THE CEITIFAL ATMILITETRATIVE ‘f‘F’,I]é.FJILAL, JAIFUR BEIVH, JAIFDER
CE Ilo. 125/1905 . " Date of codav: 08.07.1997
P.Looupta, aged akoat 54 years, v/o A-21, Talzi Magar, Shastri Magar,
Jaipur—- 302016.
.. Petitioner
Versus
1. Shri 8.C.Mahalik, Director General, Department of Posts,

Government of India, Dalk Phawan, llew Delhi.

Z. Shri Gautam Gupta, Chief Post Master Gensval, Department of
Fosts, Pajasthan Circle-VII, Savdar Patel Marg, Jaipuar.
e Shri B.BE.Tave, Senicy Superintendent, F.M.E. Jaipor Divisicon,

Mr. C.E.Sharms, Counszl for the petitionsr.
Mr. V.S3.Gurjar, Counsel for the respondenta.

CORAM:

H-n'lhle Mr. 0O.P.Sharma, Adminizstrative Member
Hn'kle Mr. FPatan Prakash, ndicial Member

ORDER

Fer FHen'kle Mr. O.P.Sharma, Administrative Member

In this Contempt Petition Shri Fo.L.oupta has prayed that the

‘respordents in the OA may be punished snitably for contempdk of the Tribunal

for not implementing its order Aated 2201101994 paszed in OA I 16/1991,
F.L.Gupta Va. Union of India and Ora.

P

Ze The Adirecticon given by the Trikunal in the ordsr dated 22.11.1994
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was that the ap@licant mist ke given promotion to the highsz
in the time bound cns promotion 2cheme from the Jate when it tecéﬂe Jue to
him az per the prescoriksd proceiurz. Tﬁere wvag a further dirsction that
genicrity should ke given to him from an savlier date in the light of the
chzervaticns in the 2aid ordsr. In para 6 of the 23id avder it was.cteerved
that the OFC held in February, 1994.had declared the applicant ko ke fit
for promotion and thiz recommendation was hepk in a sealed cover. Onoe the

renalty of stoprade of increment was impesed on the applicant, & review DFC
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should have been oconvenszsd to -ﬂetermi'ne the suvitability of the arpllcant for
promction after op=sning the s2e2aled cover and in the light of the pemalty

imposed.
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3. The learned counsel for the petibionst has pointed ont that the

petitioner has since besn granted promotion weeof. 10201557 wherezaz as rer
the corder of the Trikunal Jdated 22.11.1%d he was entitlsd to promotion
w.e.f. the Jdus date inv198-’1-.

4, We have perussd the veply filsl Ly the respondents and alsc other
material on reccrd.

5. The respondsnte have pointed cut that after the review DPC was
held, the said DRC vecommendsd the yetiticoner's caze fov promotion weelf.
1.2.1587 and the petiticner has bzen granted promction acecrdingly vide
order dated 20.11.16%96 ,(?Ann.MAP./l). In view of thiz position, no casz of
contempt ;:lf the Trikunal i= made cut. However, the learnsd counsel for the
respondents has pointed out that the petiticoner's vrepresentation with
regard to grant of promotion from a pricr Jdate hse besn received by them.
It is perding conzideration and likely to bz disposed of by the respondsnts

within a perizd of thres months.
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G. With the akove chesvvaticne the Contempt Petition iz dismi
loticzz issvad are Jdischardgsd. ; ,
(Ratan Prakaszh) : V ' (C.P.3anga)

Judicial Member Adninistrative Member



