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In this contempt pelition, setiticner Shri
Harendra Singh Frishnia has praived that the

respondents should e called upon o axplain why

“they sheuld not e puniShed £or the non-compliance with

s Jthe order passed by the Tribunal on 12.11,.1993
in 0.A.t~10.697/1992 Harendra Singh Krishnia Vs.

Union of Inlia and otherse.

2. We have heard the learned counsel for the

parties and have perissd the material on reccrd.

3. The operative part of the orier of the Tribunal
passed on 12.,11,1993 in the &foresail 0OA which is
para 8 therecf reads as under:-

"6. In the result, we accept the 0.A. and

set aside mnnex .a-8(Appzndiv-E) dated 11/16.12.56,
We Jirect the respondents O give the appointment

to the apilicant under the list of panel) wrepared and
declared of the examination conducted in 1985 and
the resualts declzrzd in 1986. we further Jdirect



that the appointment will be notional and the
applicant shall not he entitled for any back wages.
Hovever, his services will he counted from the date

- other similarly situdted persons were appointed and
his seniority z2h&ll be regulated accordingly.*

4. The learned ~ounsel for responjents 1o« and 4

has proluced before us a copy of the Pemoranium dated

'12.7.1996 issued by the Deputy commission (Pav),

Office of the Comuissioner, Customs & Central BExcise,

Jaipur which shows that the agplicent has been offsred

appointiment &s Insgector in the Department of Customs

% Central Excise in pay scale Rs. 1640=2900 with

us ial allowan-.:‘es;. It hés further Seen 'stated in the“f

said Merorandum that the applicant 's services would

be counted from the date otﬁar similarly situated

persons were appointed, on a purely not ional basis, as

ordered by the Tribunal and his seniority would be

reqgialéted accordingly. It has further heen stated that

fhe ap;)].icant will nt be entitled for any back wages

for the periol when he has not pérformed any dAuties.
also certain

There are/other conlitions rentioned therein

regarding futare promotions etc.

5. The grievance 2f the ]ear\ed counsel fof the
applicant is that this remorandam has been issued

Tabout 2; yesrs after the date of passing of the order

by the Tribunal on 12.11.1993. The fact of the

matter i1s that respondents Wo.3 & 4 vho are concernsd
with the Cistoms & Central Excise Départmem; and who

wera actually to offer appointmert to th: applicant

had not betan implesded as respondents in thé nriginal
contermt petition. They have b»:«en. impleaded subse_w.quently.‘

Phis apparently has Partly - led™ T to the de lay
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in complying with the order of tte Tribunal.

6. wWe are satisfied that the Airectilons of the
Tribunal have been carplied with. This contenpt
petiticﬁ is, therefore, A4 ismissed and the notices
issuecd are discharged. A cOPY of thé Memorandum

dated 12.7.1996 has been taken on record{
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