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ohn Kishan Kumar,
u i1ector Genera] (Works )
u, r . ̂  , D, , N i f riian Bhawan,
New De1h1.

oh,Prabhash S1ngh,
omef chyinser , PWD Zune-Ill,
NCI of Delhi , MSG Building,
i f f d f a p f a t { i a c s t a t S , i m ̂  w D e 1 hi 1 1

o h f 1 V , K, J a 1 s w a 1 ,
Super 1ntend1ng Eng1neer,
PWD, Circle N0.I , loBT, Kashmiri
Gate, De1h1.

o h r 1 G. o, J a 1 n ,
Execu11ve Eng1 neer,
PWD D1V1s1 on 15 (NCTD),
Under ISBT Bridge, Kashmir
De1h1.

Gatci ,

(By Advouate Shr 1 R.N.Singh, learned
ise I bfii uugfi pf uxy counsel Shri

O  \f V- u. . ■>n , V , o 1 1 II la y

Res p u n d e n t i

0 R D E R (ORAL)

(Hon'ble Smt.Lakshmi Swaminathan, Vice Chairman (J)

We have heard both the learned counsel in CP 433/2002
1n OA 1050/2001 ,

Rev 1ew App1i cati on (RA) 78/2003 fi1ed by 4- t-.
M r?

vL

rospunusnts in the aforesaid OA was dismissed by Tri

order dated 24.3.2003.
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o, Iri L.P -isa/zoo?, the Tcispondents have filed two

annexures (Annexuree R l andRZ). We have perused in

detail Office Order dated 10. 1 .20G3 (Annexure R i). shn

X. cahao, tciar tisd counsel for the petitioner submits that

fiuwhsrs ui the OA, the respondents have ever mentioned that
o/Sfiri Han Sharan and Shn shadi Ram, whose names were

mentioned in the order dated 31 . i .ZOGZ, belong to the

reserved category, which fact has now been mentioned in

Paiagraph 6 in their Office order dated lO. I .ZGOs/ i--

a 1 Li contended that it makes no difference whether they are

^  wo, r, ,ng ac? Beidars^ like the petitioner or they were

initially appointed as Plumbers and were regularised,

according to the respondents, to fill up backlog in the

recruitment quota. Learned counsel for the petitioner

fuftfi«r submits that there is no difference between Plumbers

arid Beldar:s which has also been held by the Court in

Pafagiapho .1 ariu o ^ as these persons were termed as

identically placed", and that the respondents have wilfully

disobeyed the Tribunal's order dated 3l ,i I

C Li Li I

4. The directions of the Tribunal are contained

raragraph 4 of the order which read as follows;-

_  . in view Oi the above, the OA succeedsafio itf al lowed with the directions to the
consider the case of

rsgular isation^ ofthe applicant in accordance
w  I ti l I aW W . , f , 24 "in iqpR i a h -+• - - -
, .L-. r-. ,r-,. ■ - • in. ld.^D I .CI. L.riC! dutS Oflwhi^.,, o/ofir i Han Sharan and Shadi Ram who

C

P.

asual Workers after mm were
feyuiai" I stio. No costs

O. we see force in the submissions made by

R.V.Slnha,learned proxy counsel that consideratioi
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fSyUiaf ISatlOn Ot t-TiS appMCaTit- aS Seldar haS tO 06

cioh6 11 1 accoi danc6 wit-h law Wt6,f. 24.10. 1986 whsn t-he

other tWvO persons who joined in CPWD as Casual Workers were

regularised. From the faots mentioned above it appears tf'

while the applicant belongs to the general category

Obfiei two wor kef e; beiofig to the reserved oategof"y and they

also belong to a different cadre, namely, Plumber. It is

not the contention of the petitioner that these two workers

and petitioner have a common seniority list. Further, we

note from the Office Order dated 10. 1.2003 that -k- t-.
Of

respondents have themselves stated that the regular!sation

Oi the services of the applicant in the abox-e OA would be

done in his turn as and when the required vacancy arises,

subject to fulfilling the oonditions under the rules in

force, which can also be termed as in accordance with law as

directed by the Tribunal. In this view of the matter, we

are unable to agree with the contentions of Shri A.K.Bhat,

leaf fieu courisSi for the petitic/ner that there is any- wilful

or contumacious disobedience on the part of the respondents

in complying with the aforesaid order of the Tribunal,

jusbifying further action to be taken against the alleged

contemners under Section 17 of the Administrative Tribunals

sb.L., 1985, read with the provisions of Contempt of the

Courts Act, 1371 .

'  L'hci I eicr-U it, i Oi" i" Ql V^n cibOV^

^o3/2002 IS dismissed. Notices issued to the allegec



contemners are discharged. Fi]e is consigned to the record

room. However, noting the factual submissions made by the

learned counsel for the petitioner, liberty is granted to the

petitioner to proceed in the matter, as advised in accordance

with law

{  S.K.Agrawal )
Member(A)

(Smt.Lakshmi Swaminathan )
Vice Chairman (J)
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