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CP 21/ 002 (OA 197/200Q) DA.'1'E OF' OFD"PR 12..9.2002 

1. 7\rnold Grey Rai son of Shri LT. N. Rai. 

?. • Chetan Goyal son of ~hri ~'~.L. Goyal. 

~- Gyarsi Lal Gupta son of Shri Late ~h. R.~. Gupta. 

4. Sat ish Chan<'! Gupta son o-F Shri Nawal ~ishore Purohit. 

t). Smt. Suman Purohit '"/o Sh. Naval Kishore Purohit. 

~. 7\rjun Kumar son of Shri 'J'a~ Cham'! nua. 

7. r1ukesh Narain Nag son of Shri s.~. Nag. 

R. Smt. Vandana :1\ganv-al wife o-F Shri ~uni1 ~harma. 

q. Smt. Sunita Rani ~,dfe of Shri Sunil Kumnr. 

All are wor~ing as nata Entry Operation (Gr. 

the /irectorate of Census Operation, Govt. of Tndia 

Jhala a :rnstitutional Area, Jaipur. 

?. ) in 

n-B, 

. ••• Petitioners. 

VP.RSUS 

1. Shri J.K. Banthia, Registrar General and Census 

Comm_:tssioner, 2-:1\, Hansingh Road, T'!ew Delhi. 

·-···Respondents. 

1'tr. Hanish Bhandari, Counsel for the Petitioners. 
I . 1 . 

~tr. H. Raf1q, Counse for the respondents. 
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l=ton +,..,le 1'1r. H. o. Gupta, 1"1em0er ( :1\drnini strati ve) 

Hon''lJle 1'tr. 1'1.L. Chouhan, 1'1emher (Judicial) 

ORDER (OR7\L) 

This CP has 0een filed for wilful disobedience of the 

of the 'T'rihunal dated 7 .12. 2001 passed in 0:1\ No. 

197/2000 

/.. Respondents have filed their reply. It is su0mitted 

in the reply that the order of the Tribunal has since 0een 



with. Some of the applicants have been promoted in 

1999 and others promoted in the year 2QOO. 

3. Beard the learned counsel for the parties and 

respon ent contemner present in the Court. 

3.1 During the course of bearing, the learned counsel ror 

the spondents suhmitted that promotions of some persons 

could not he none in the year 1_ooo for the reason that the 

npc 

not 

recommend their names in that year since they did 

prescribed Bench mark 'Good'. It was further 

that the Tribunal's order specifically stated that 

has to be complied with in accordance with para 3 

DOPT' s letter. _J:n accordance with the conditions 

the said Para, the DPC recommended the name who 

were in the year 1qo9. The learned counsel for the 

appli submitted that there is no justification in 

ing some of the applicants one year later and in fact 
i 

thes~ applicants should have heen promoted in the year l ooo 

itseJJf. 
I 
I 

I 

4. I Ne have considered the suJ:>miss ions of the parties • We 

are ri f the opinion that there is no wilful disobedience of 

the order of the Tribunal and, thererore, this CP is 

dism ssed. Noticee is discharged. Bowever, in case the 

grierances of the applicants still remain unremedied partly 

or fully, they may. file a fresh applir.ation subject to 

lim~tation. 

4. Jl Hi\ 1'1o. 373//.002 also stands dismissed as having 

bee me infructuous. 
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