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In the Central Administrativi 
Calcutta Bench 

Tribural 

crc 1b.58/2ccB 
(OA No.651/96) 
(0A No.725/96) 

Present Hon'bl.e Mr.R.K. Ua1hya, Nember(A) 
Hon'ble Mr.J.K. Kauhik, Mernber(J) 

Ashok Baidya & 

-V s- 

Karral ShiLal & drs 

For the applicants : Mr.J.L. Roy, Counse 

For the respondents: Mr.M.S. Barerjee, C4unsel 

Mr.J.K. Kaushik, Member(J) 

The Contempt 	Petition 	No.58/200j has been filed on the 

ground that the 	judgerrent which 'as pesed by this Bench of the 

Tribumi on 2-5-2000 in OA 651/96 an OA 725/96 has not been 

complied with. In the aforesaid OAs thi 

S 

Bench of the Trihural was 

pleased to direct as under 

"11. 	Keeping in view the above facts and 
circumstances, we think it proper to direct the respondeqts 
to examire the cases of the applicants afresh in the light 
of the directions of the Suprrre Curt and the averrrents iTade 
at pera No.14 of the reply and para No.8 of the 
supplenentary affithvit of the applicants deted 14-3-2001 
and çass appropriate order. Ths exercise be completed 
within a period of two months froth the dete of communication 
of this order. 

S 

12. 	Both the OAs stand dsposed of with the above 
observations. No costs". 

2. 	The learred counsel for the appiacants has submitted that 

the respondents have not complied with le order. He has tried to 

persinde us that the respondents have friot a1lod them to join 

despite there is specific concession in pera 10 of the judgement 

that 	as the applicants did 	not 	agreq to furnish 	undertaking 

surrendering their claim for reguiarisation on the post they have 

not been al1od to perform their dutis. He has submitted that 

despitei ndertaking they have not len taken on duty. It has 

already been submitted that the order de ed 1-9-03 which has been 



ssed by the respondents in Ursuance of the judgerrent of the' 

Triburl does not fulfill the intention of this Bench of 

and the respondents have corrnitted a contempt in as much a 

they have deliberately violated the order of the 'Bench. On the 

other hand, the learred counsel for the respondents has submitted 

that the respondents filed Mis. Application for recalling the 

order and which came to be deided only in the month of Jure. 

Thereafter they have decided the representation of the respondents 

and çssed the order on 1-9-03 which is at Anrexure - X2. The order 

has been pessed keeping in viw the observations trade in the 

judgerrent passed by the Triburl. The learred counsel for the 

respondents has contended that 9iere has been some delay which was 

not de 1 ibe rate and the re sponde !it s have a 1 ready i ndi ca ted in the 

very reply to the Contempt petition and has tendered unconditioral 

apology for unconscious violation of the order of the Tribural. 

We have considered the lubmissions and the pleadings trade 

on behalf of both the çarties. We find that in.purstance of the 

direction of the Tribural, the respondents have çassed the order 

Anrexure X2 on 1-9-03 and the j dgenent of the Tribural has Ieen 

complied with. 

In this view of the na 1 ter the Notice of Contempt are 

.1 
discharged and the Contempt Petiton is dismissed. 

ft~k 
Hover, it scarcely mento

4j .L
hre that if the applicants 

,4411 
.a..e feel aggrieved from the order which has been çassed vide 

Anrexure X2 deted 1-9-03 and any grievance survived the sane would 

give a fresh cause of action and they wou1d have the liberty to 

file application before any appropriate forum as tray be advised to 

them. No order as to costs. 

Member (J) 	 Member(A) 


