HIGH COURT OF MADHYA PRADESH AT JABALPUR
SINGLE BENCH: HON'BLE SHRI JUSTICE SUBHASH KAKADE

Con.C. 630 of 2014(S)

Shivsharan Bajpai & others

Versus

Shri Sanjay Singh & others

None present for the parties.

(ORDER)

(Passed on : 30.04.2016)

This Contempt Petition under Article 215 of the Constitution of India
read with Section 12 of the Contempt of Court Act has been filed by the
petitioners alleging non-compliance of the order dated 28.01.2014 passed
in Writ Petition No0.13591 of 2013(S).

02. The petitioner Shivsharan Bajpai and 66 others
petitioners by filing the writ petition interalia demanded to direct
the respondents to grant them Kramonnati Vetanman as they have
completed 12 years and 24 vyears services in various State
Government aided institutions.

03. When the Writ Petition No0.13591/2013(S) came-up for
hearing, this Court vide order dated 28.01.2014 directed that the
petitioners will file fresh representation before respondent no.1 with
a period of 30 days. Respondent no.1 on receiving such

representations, shall take a decision thereon in accordance with



law within a period of three months and communicate the same to
respective petitioners.

04. In compliance of above directions, the petitioners have
filed the representation Annexure C/2 before the respondents, but
the respondents deliberately and intentionally disobeyed the
directions given by this Court, hence, this contempt petition.

05. None appeared on behalf of the petitioners on the date of
hearing, i.e., 26.04.2016.

06. None is also appeared on behalf of the respondents, but reply
dated 07.09.2014 which is duly supported by affidavit of respondent
no.3 and order Annexure R/1 dated 11.07.2014 is available on
record.

07. It is evident from perusal of the reply that the answering
respondents after considering the entire facts and circumstances of
the case decided the representation filed by the petitioners by
passing a reasoned speaking order Annexure R/1 dated 11.07.2014
and rejected the prayers sought by the petitioners as they are not
covered by various orders passed by the State Government as the
petitioners are working under the private institutions financially
aided by the State, which reads as under:

“Houo ITHABIY  fRreTor  wwerm  rgerd  fgw 2008 gWT

JAYTABIA RILTOT A3 dI AJETH UG HIH & ddel o

grugve Uq gfear fAeiflRa & w8 21 39 fraar & garasfiia

B 9 qd A guraeflia dovo ARmHGTI feror HRem (Sieuryd!

qgqT I HHATRAT &1 ad97) 199 1978 Ho¥o AwMTd fHfe

| 19837 HOWO TG fRreTur Hwerr (STeUTUHI AT A



RJ

HHATRTT &I U=gd &, ¥a1 | ger waefl ufear) fam

1983, HAOYO JMRMTHDHIY feror Hwem (KRl d ST AATIS!
TAT W HHAMRAT P Ual=fa) a9 1988 TAT HOWO

PTG fRe70T e (JeATUBT qAT =T HFHATRAT BT AT )

g 1979 FRAET fHy U € | dEgAR IgarT 91w faenag &

HHATRAT 8] Td< fawasds a9 /graur iR o 987 1"
08. Since, the order has already been complied with,
nothing survives in the matter.()
09. Liberty is extended to the petitioners that in case they
feels aggrieved by the manner in which their claims are rejected,
they may resort to the remedy as may be available under the law
by challenging the order Annexure R/1 dated 11.07.2014.
10. Accordingly, with the aforesaid liberty to the
petitioners, in view of the order Annexure R/1 dated 11.07.2014,
the rule nisi issued against the respondents stand discharged. The
contempt petition also stands disposed of.

11. No orders as to cost.

(Subhash Kakade)
Judge



