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Tnstice U.C.Srivastav^-^* (By Hon^le Mre Justice

r>-»iration the applicants
By this contem pt a p p l i c a t i

. • 4- the dir^ctio’̂ s given by
h av e  made a c o m p la in t  t h a t  th e  a i r ^ c

this Tribunal in the O.A. which tes^ean feled by 

the applicant have not complied with. In to the 0.; 

filed which was decided by a Bench of this Tribunal

vide its iudcment date<3.'6 , 5*91 following dirgetions 

were givens-

(1) To considar and award an appropriate scale of 

pay above Rs. 425-700 to DAC redesignated as dJ

in Annexure C-2 dt. 4 , 10.74 with effect from 

1 . 1 , 1973;

(2) To make notional fixation of applicants'salarj

in Ihs scale awarded under (1 ) i _ i , 7 3

and award the financial benefits with ,

of t"te respectiTOly by gc
O f  tfe applicants;

(3) To comply with these di r  •
^ i ^ e c t i o n s  w it h in  a per- 

o f  sxx  months from  the , o f  .  /  '
o f  ® r e c e ip t  o f  a

thio lUr^gment b^ = r-ino ir, • ^ ,^ ^ - o„arxnc m  mind the ok

ontained i„ the body of this Juagment.

2. The grievance of the applicant is that tt 

Older P^ssea by this Tribunal Has not , .e o  co^p. 

“i t h a n d , . ™ g i y t h .  respondents ™ay ^

This 3 pplication was moved on 27 .4 .9 2 . The rasp, 

aents in their reply ^  ve stated tVnt so„e ,=la,

- - V p l a c e  - .™ P l e .„ t l n g t h e .u .g „ e n t l

aecor.rn.ly the application ,o .

time for complying with tha judgment pa,
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by this Tribunal was moved and immediate ^ction was 

taken in alloting the scale^ in terms of para 14 of 

the said judgment and accordingly the scale of Rs, 4S5 

-700 which is above the scale of Draftsman (A) (scale 

of Rs. 425 to Rs.700)below the scale of 550-770 was 

alotted to the petitioner and thus the posting order 

has been issued vide staff posting order no. 25/92 

dated 17.2.92 even prior to the filing of the coatempt 

application. The judgment has also ^een filed before 

the Tribunal on 18.2.92 admitting that their SLP has 

been dismissed, but the resfpondents have reiterated 

with the order passed by the Tribunal and has been 

fully cQnplied vi th and the compliance report to this 

effect was also filed before this Tribunal on 18.2.92 

before filing of the contempt application. In the 

rejoinder the applicant has stated that the respondents 

have tried to confuse the issue that the respondents 

have nct complied fully with the «iirection given by 

the Tribunal and attempted to cjnfuse the issue and the 

they have rather to conceal the real fact flimsically 

in allotting the appropriate pay scale to the petition­

er. Thus the grievance of the applicant is that no 

compliance has ]^een made and according to him the 

judgment has not been correctly read and has not been 

correctly complied and the correct application which 

^̂ as been made by the applicant who has been placed for 

higher pay of scale. Thus it is a case of compliance- 

In case even if  the applicant's version is accepted 

that it  is a case of nO compliance or ^  disregard of 

the order passed by this Tribunal. At the best it can 

be Said to be a case of mis-representation to the

the judgment in its application which is not of the

liking to the applicant. If  the.judgment has been

mis-interpreted, but the directions have been complied 

with in any manner which has been read by the respon­

dents. It will not be a case under Contempt of Court 

Act though the applicant can challenge the same in 

appropriate proceedings. As no clear case under 

Contempt of Court Act has been made out, the applica­

tion is consigned and the notices are discharged.

Member (A ). 
Dt; 7 .8 .92 . 
CAR)

Vice Chairman.


