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Gﬁntamﬁﬁ Application NO.seesvae 6y of 1990,

( e A. No. sececes. B18/87 )

Re N, Agrawal

sesceea Applit:'ant.
VE .

i 8, M. Vaish’ & Ors, e+cees. Opposite partiss

(Contemhors)

Hon'ble Mr D, K, Agrawal, IM
Hon'ble Mr Ke Ob-yya, AM

R o ————

{ By Hon'bie K, Obayya, AM)

This Contempt Application has bsen filed for

NoR-compliance with the order and judgement dt 27.06,89

Passed by this Tribunpal in T.A. No. 818/87, R, N, Agrawal vs,

L.L__#%-
Union of Indiz and Others, ' : :

e

2'e It is alleqged by the petitipner in thlE contempt

—— i —

petition that he submitted g copy of the judgment to the |

-

- authorities an 15.07,89 feor compliance but by 'an order dated 'P-
| #

15,01,90 (Annexure=g ),

o,

his claim for inclusion in the

Panel of 1977-78 was not agreed top,

3% We have heard the learned counseil of the partieg,

We have zlso carefully gone through the judgment of th is

Tribunal, Admittedly,'the case of the petitioner was not

considered fop selection to the Post of AEN in 77-78 panel

due to an admihiatratiua @rror, He uas, however, cunaiderqﬂ

In ancther case of 0.P. Panchal uhe ygé .gs&z @ .
k IL
not considered due tg an adminiatnatiya arxur'%n \\\\ K
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he was placed in 77=78 psnel above his juniors, Cnnsidsriﬁw’ai

this fact, a direction was given to the respondents that the

benefit of émpanallmaﬂt given to 0.P. Panchal should also be

given to the petitioner herein by suitable amendment to the

??*?B Pane ]! °

4. It is admitted on both sides that the petitioner's
siniority position would be above that of Kimti Lal shoun
at S1,NO., 10 in the seniority list, ~ In terms of the
directions given by this Tribunal in T.A. No. 818/87, the
petitioner should be pla;ad above his juniors and his place
would be next below to Shri Shankar Sharan and above

Shri Kimti Lal shouwn at Sl.-Nn. 10. In other words, he
shojld find a pPlace betwesen Shankar Sharan and Kimti Lgl

in the 1977=76 panel of selected candidates for promotion

to the post of AEN,

O The learned counsel for the respnndants‘cnntandad

that Shri Panchal uwas given differentisl treatment because

he secured higher marks, This contention in our view is
fallacious. Ths marks are swarded for Purpose of grading

and once in the same grade the inter-se seniority as in the

lower cadre has to be maintained, 1In this view of the matter,

there has besn ng compliance of the directions of this Tribunal

Howsver, we consider that this may not be deliberate and we
would like to give further opportunity to the respondents

to take suitable action to comply with the orders of this

Tribunal in T.a. No, 81B/87 within a period of tuwo mont hs,

—

i t 8 petition as above with costs on the part%? %

MEMBER (A ) MEMBER ()
Karny/ Nuuamhapsh;fg'_

We dispose




