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ORDER (Oral

Heard the counsel for the petitioners and the

respondents.

2. This CP arises out of the order passed by

the Tribunal in OA-1169/93 dated 18.2.99. While

disposing of the OA, the Tribunal has given the

directions which are as follows:-

'Considering the above facts and

circumstances, OA is disposed of with the following

di rections:

Respondents to consider the
applicant's representation dated
7.8.1991 after giving a personal
hearing to Applicant No. 1 through
its General Secretary, keeping in
view the relevant judgments mentioned
above, by a reasoned and speaking
order. They shall intimate the
decision to the applicants within 4
months from the date of receipt of a
copy of this order. No order as to
costs".

3. In purported compliance thereof, the

respondents passed the order dated 15.6.99. It is

complained of by the learned counsel for the

petitioners that the respondents did not pass the

order dated 15.6.99, in accordance with the judgments

referred to in the judgment of the Tribunal much less

kept in mind the various judgments cited by the Bench



and thus denied the benefits to the petitioners the

Time Bound Telescopic pay scales as granted to

Draftsmen in the other departments. In the reply it

has been stated that the order dated 15.6.99 has been

passed taking into consideration all the observations

made by the Bench and thus fully complied with the

directions given by it. It is also stated that they

had not violated the orders of the Tribunal in any

4. Learned counsel for petitioners submits

that the Bench having relied upon the two judgments of

the Calcutta Bench, whereby the applicants therein

were granted pay scales of Rs. 1600-2660 w.e.f.

their' entitlement i.e. on completion of 8 years of

service as Draftsman and having found that the

petitioners were also entitled for the same scales,

directed the respondents to consider the

representation of the petitioners for allowing the

same scales to them as they are also Draftsmen. The

respondents had, therefore, violated the order of the

Bench in not granting the same scales to the

petitioners. It is also vehemently contended that

there was no mention of the various judgments

mentioned by the Bench in the order.

5. We do not agree. In the order passed by

the respondents it is clearly mentioned about the

judgment of the Tribunal in OA-1169/93, which was

filed seeking for the Telescopic pay scales.

Respondent^ has also given the petitioners, the

personal hearing and noticed several demands made by

them during the personal hearing. Thereafter each



demand has been considered and decided. In our view

it may not be necessary to mention the judgments

relied upon by the Tribunal in the judgment. The mere

ommission to mention o# the judgments in their order

cannot be a ground to hold that respondents had

violated the order of the Tribunal. But we are

satisfied that the respondents had complied with the

directions given by the Tribunal.

6. If the petitioners are aggrieved by the

order of the respondents, it is open to them to

agitate against the said order in an original

application.

7. There is no merit in the C.P. C.P. is

accordingly dismissed. Notices issued to the alleged

contemners are discharged,

(Mrs. Shanta Shastry)
Member(A)
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(V. Rajagopala Reddy)
Vice-chairman (J)


