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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
BOMBAY BENCH, ‘GULESTAN’ BUILDING No.B
PRESCOT ROAD, MUMBAT 400001

O.A.No. 421/@3
DATED : THIS 15TH DAY OF OCTOBER, 1887

CORAM : Hon. Shri Justice R G Vaidyanatha, V.C.
Hon. Shri M R Kolhatkar, Member{A)

C P Pathan

A1l India Military Engineer

Services Kamgar Sanghatana

12714 Rajgir Chambers,

Room no. 80, 7th floor,

Shahid Bhagatsingh Marg

Op. G1d Customs House,

Mumbiai 400023 & 99 others

(By Adv. Mr. K S8 Kallanura} JApplicants

V/s.

1. Union of India
through tha Secretary
Ministry of Defence
South Block, New Delthi-1

2. Engineer-in-Chief
Army Headauarters
Kashmir House
DHO PO, New Delhi 110011
AND 15 GTHERS
(Bvy Adv, Mr. R K Shetty,
Central Govi. Standing Counsel)} - . . Respondants

[Per: R G Vaidyanatha, Vice Chairman]
1, This 1is an application filed by 100 persons under
section 19 of the Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985

eeking revision of their pay scales. Respondents haye

th

Tiled reply opposing the application. Heard both the

gides,

2. The applicants have come to this Tribunal stating

that they are M.T. Drivers working 1in the Military




Engineering Services in the pay gcale of
Rs.850-20-1150-EB-25-15G0 and that as per 1Ivth Pay
Commission Report they are entitled to get revised pay

~

scale of Rs.1200-1800. But to day at the time of hearing

the ‘tearned Counsel for the applicant wants fo take

advantage of subsequent event which has occurred during

5]

the pendency of this case and brought to dur notice a
circular dated 5.12.1996 1issued by the Minigtry of
Defence restructuring the gekresad—tre general category of
drivers into three different grades. The learned counsel
submite that the applicants would be satisfied if they
< are given the benefit of the grades of pay as mentioned
in the circular dated 5.12.1996. Learned counsel for the
respandenté submits that he is aware of the circular
dated 5.12.1886 and he further submits that if the
applicants are entitled to any relief under this circular

they would get it according to law,

3. In view of the subsequent event which is brought toh 
our notice dated 5.12.1996 and the applicant’s counsel is
restricting his prayer to the circular dated 5.12.1988,
we feel that the O0.A. can be disposed of with a
direction to thes respondents té.consider the case of the
applicants whether they are entitled to any benefit under
the circular dated 5.12.1896 and grant that relief if
available Lo them. The applicants may aiso make a

detaiied representation as to how they are entitled +to

p/




get the benefit in terms of Circular dated 5.12.968 within
twe weeks from the receipt of a copy of this order and
the respondents +to pass appropriate orders on the

question whether the applicants are entitled to any

benefite and 1if so what benefits in terms of circular

dated 5.12.1998 and extend such benefits as is
permissible as per the circular within three months

thereafter. If the applicants are not satisfied with any

such order passed by the respondents, it is open to them

toe approach this Tribunal for appropriate reliefs

according to law., Since we are disposing of the 0.4,

‘the Miscellaneous Petition ho. 2238/87 does not survive.,

4. For the above reasons the 0.A. is disposed of

subject to the above observations made in para 2 above,

In the circumstances of the case there would be no order
as to costs.
j
. ‘\
Y Ay lh Py y

/

{M.R.Kothatkar) (R.G,Vaidyanatha)

Membher{A) Vice Chairman



S CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIEUNAL
MIMBAL BENCH
C.P. NO.: 52/99 IN O.A. NO.: 421/93.
. _ Dated this Friday, the 18th day of February, 2000.
CORAM :  Hon'ble Shri B. N. Bshadur, Member (A).
Hon'ble Shri S. L. Jain, Member (J).
Mr. .C. P. Pathan ceo Applicant
{By Advocate Shri K.S. Kalappura)
c_ VERSUS
o)
_ Brig?déer A. K.{Sing?,
Chief Engineer {(Navy),
26, Assaye Buildings, gzgggggggt
Golaba, Mumbai - 400 005. tee *
(By Advocate Shri R. R. Shetty
for Shri R. K. Shett¥).
TRIBUNAL'S ORDER :
Heard Shri K. S. Kalappura for the applicant
and Shri R. R. Shetty for Shri R. K. Shetty, Counsel
® for respondents.

2. A direction had beer made on 14.C1.2000 with
regard to C.P. No. 52/99 that reply to the representation
may be given by the respondents, Shri R. R. Shetty states
that a reply dated 28.01.2000 has been already sent and
this is admitted to be received by the Learned Counsel,
shri K. S. Kalappura.

3, The point before us is simple, as to whether
the directions given in the order dated 15.10.1997 in
Q.A. are complied with ? The Learned Counsel, Shri K.S.
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Kalappura argues that the imeéﬁﬁg,tation has not been
done properly. Well _—ti< . he may have a grievance
against the implementation but the grievance cannot be
brought up in a contempt petition. It is to be brought
up properly through an 0.A. The C.P. therefore cannot
be entertained. Liberty is granted to the filing of

an O.A. Contempt Petition No. 52/99 is hereby rejected
with liberty to file a fresh O.A. Copy of reply produced

in Court is taken on record. Notice discharged.
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