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CENTRAL ADMINI

08 NG . 2861/%7/PB

New Delhi, this 26th day of March 2001

HOM?BLE SHRI KULDIF SINGH, MEMBER(J)
HON’BLE r‘HRI M.PL.SINGH, MEMBER (A)
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4.

&. Sitaram

Stenographer Grade-I11
Office of the Chief Engingeir
aguthern Command

PUNE~411 001

F.Y. Chandran
Stanograpnar Grade-1

Office of the Garrison Engine
vasco-Da-Gamda

GOa - 403 802
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amt. Padmini Pillai
Stenograp her Grade-11 I
Of¢fice of the Commander
Works Engineer(Navy)
Gasco-Da-Gama

GOA - 403 302

& . Ramachandiran

stenographer Grade-II1I

Office of the Garrison Engineer
Panaji

G04 - 403 80L

Mis . K.oV. Shyamala

otrﬁ-(ragler Grade-I111
Affice of the Commander

wu ke Engineer (Army)

FPanajil

G0A - 403 801

C ... Applicants

l(By advocate:None present)

Versus

Union of India,
Through the Secretary
Ministry of Def@nce
DHA RO

Maw Delhi-110 011

The Enginear-in-Chief
army Headquarters
Yashmir House

.H@w Delhi~110011

The Chief Enginesr
Somuthern Command
RHE-411 001

The Garrison Engineer(P)
Yasco-Da-Gama

GOA-403 802
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2. Commander Works Enginesr (Navy)
Yasco-Da-Gama
GOA-403 807

G. The Garrison Enginser(P)
RPanaji
GA/”-403 801

7. The Commander Works tngineer (Army)
Panaji
GO8-403 801
--. Respondents

(By Advocate: Shri V.S.R.Krishna)

ORDER(oral)

By Shri M.P.Singh.M(A)

By filing this OA, the applicants are
seeking directions to the respondants 1 to 3 to

consider their casss for Upgrradation as has been

A
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JON& to a8 large numbeai of stenographers

Lonsequent  upon the judgement of the Tribunal in

-

the case of P.M.Haridas Vs WOI & Ors in

175

OA.NG.1023/93.

2. The brief facts of the case are that the

applicants are Working as Stenocgrapher Grade-II1

in different establishments of M.E.S. under
Chief Enginesr, Socuthern Command. They have

stated that as per DOPT Memo dated &6.2.1728%2, the

sntitlement of officers for stenographic

assistance in subordinate offices was revised

which is as under-

L.8tenographer Grade-I1I1 Rs.3000-4500 and balow

(Rs.1200~2040) Rs 37005000
2. Stenographer Girade-T11 Rg.3700-5000 and above

(Rs.1400~2300) and below R3.5100-5700
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S. Stenographer Girade-I R%.5100-5700 and above
(Rs-1640m29003 and below R . 52005700
4. Senior P4 Re.5%00-6700 and above
(Rs.2000m3200) (Officers of Sr. admin.
Grade or equivalent
posts)."”
3. A8 per thesa instructions of DOPT, the

applicants who  are Working as Stenoygrapher
Grade-III, ought to have been upgraded to the
nigher post of stenographer Grade-II since they
have been wWwoirking in the present grade for over
23 to 24 years without any promotion. They have
also stated that & number of stenographers
WwGrking  under respondente 2&2, filed 0%8.,1023/93

and  0A.72%/92 in the Tribunal and the Tiibunal

.

1ts common judgsment dated 8.8.1995 allowed

@

vid
the 04s and dirscted the respondents to grant the
benefit of 0.M. dated 6.2.198? with effect from
1.1.1985% with all consequential reliefs including
arrears of pay, except that the actual payment of
arrears on the basis of pay fixation with effect
firom 1.1.19786 shall be restricted to the period
of  one year next before filing of the petition.
The applicants have further stated that the

respondsnts are not extending the benefits of the

said  jJudgement to similarly placed persons, like
e applicants. Theay nave submitted their
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repragsentations to the respondents 1

upgrades  their post, but no reply has  vet  been

received . from  the ressondents . Aggrieved by
this, they have filed this 0O/,
d. The respondents  in their  reply  have

stated that the judgemsnt dated 8.8.1995 in
DA_102Z/723 is not applicable to the applicants.
Acocording  to them, none of the applicants is
entitled to the bensfits of the judgement as long
ago  they had opted for clerical cadre. The
respondents  have further stated that once the

rical  cadre,  they
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applicants  had opted for ol
cannot revoke the option in accordance with the
Enginner-in-Chisf’s Branch letter dated 31.5.1975
(Annexure R-2) and they have ceasad to be mambers
of  the Stenographers cadre though they are still
warking as  Stenographers. Consequently, the

applicants are not sntitled to the benefits of OM

(6]
e

dated 6.2.198% (Annexure A1), nce they  have

given their option for clerical cadre, they are

also not  entitled to the benefits of the

{

judgemsnt of the Tribunal in OA.1023/922Z. For the

aforesaid reasons, the 08 has no merit and the

S. Heard the learned counsel for the

;&spmnd&nts‘and perused the record.




5. It is not in dispute that the applicants
nave giwven their option for promotion in  the
clerical cadre as per Enginesr-in-Chief’s Branch
letter dated 31.5.1975. It is seen from Annexure
R-1{E) that an gntry to this effect has also been

made in  the

#
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sivvice records of the app
Aeccording  to  para-3  of the aforesaid letter
option once exercised will not be allowed to be
revokad ., Since the applicants themselves have
opted for their promotion in the clerical cadré,
they cannot  agitate for promotion in the

Stenocgrapher grade.

7. For  the above reasons, the 0A has no

merit  and “the same is accordingly dismissed. N6

order as to costs.
AN AT
(M. P. singh) (Kulldip Singh)
Member (&) Member(J)




