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Hon'ble Shri VK..Majotra, V.C.(A) 

In OA No.864/2003 applicants had sought quashing of 

respondents' orders dated 1.8.2002 and 11.3.2003 by which 

the to cadres of Chief Engineer had been merged without 

amending the rules. Holding that amendment in the 

recruitment rules 'gould be necessary if the State had to 

amalgamate departments, the impugned orders were quashed 

v:ide orders dated 17.12.2003 whereby OA No.864/2003 was 

disposed of. It was further clarified that if any such 

merger of the to cadres had to be effected, that should 



only be done after taking necessary steps in accordance 

with law. Through the present petition, applicants have 

alleged that respondents have committed wilful 

disobedience of Tribunal's orders. The learned counsel 

of applicants contended that with the quashing of the 

impugned orders, dc-merger of the two cadres of Chief 

Engineer with restoration to the earlier two cadres 

should have been in place with immediate effect. 

On the other hand, although respondents have 

not filed any reply to this petition, the learned counsel 

of the respondents maintained that after the quashing of 

the impugned orders, the original two cadres would not 

have come into effect automatically and immediately as it 

requires re-allocation of the concerned officials to the 

original cadres which process requires a reasoftable 

period. 	The learned counsel contended that the contempt 

petition has been filed prematurely.. 

When no time limit is prescribed for 

implementing directions of the Court, a period of six 

months is normally considered reasonable for compliance 

of Court's directions. OA No.864/2003 was disposed of on 

17.12.2003. 	Period of six months has yet not elapsed.. 

Wa do not agree with the contention of the learned 

counsel of applicants that compliance of the directions 

does not require any action on the .art of the 

respondents and the same comes into effect automatically 

and immediately.. Re-allocation and orders to that effect 

are necessary to effectuate the dc-merger restoring the 

original cadres.. 	Respondents do have a period of six 



months 	from receipt of a copy of Triburia1s orders 	for 

implementing the directions of the Tribunal, 

4. As such, this contempt petition is dismissed as 

premature. 
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