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ORDER (ORAL)

By Hon'ble Mr.Justice V.Rajagopala Reddy, VC (J)

Heard the Counsel for applicant and

respondents. In the order passed by the Tribunal,

directions were given for consideration of the case of

the applicant in the selection grade in pursuance to

the letter dated 4.3.76 and accordingly refix his

pensionary benefits. It is complained that this

direction was not followed by the respondents.

2. In the reply, the proceedings dt. 24-08-99

(Annxure R-1) is filed, where the respondents submit

that they had considered the case of the applicant for

placing him for giving the selection grade. Learned

Counsel for the petitioner, however, submits that the

seniority list, as prepared by the respondents was not

the one which was relied at the time of the disposal
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.  of the OA and in that seniority list, applicant's

position was at SI.No.10, hence he was entitled for

the grant of selection grade. The respondents submit

that the seniority list has been prepared in

accordance with the date of his absorption and there

is no direction that the date of appointment is 1958

should be counted for the purpose of fixing his

seniority. It is stated that in 1958, he was

appointed at Bombay. The respondents, on the other

hand state that the date of his absorption being 1972

in Delhi the said date of his appointment was taken

into consideration for fixing the seniority.

^  3. We find that the respondents have complied

with the order of the Tribunal. As the respondents

had considered the petitioner for selection grade, in

the absence of any clear direction in the order as to

how the seniority list to be prepared, we cannot hold

them guilty of contempt. The CP is, therefore,

dismissed. N^ices issued to the respondents are

dismissed.
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