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New Delhi: this the SM day of Pe.caw-leé, /999

HON 'BL E MR, So-Re-aNLGE, VICE CHAI AAN (A) o
HON *3LE MR, KULDIP SINGH,MEMBER(J)
shri -5,C. Shamma, ‘

/o shri psha Ram Sharma,
R/lo F=18/34, sector-\III,

Rohini,

>1hi-1100885 eso fpplicant
s rsus

Mrector

Directorats of Mucation,
Gotvt, of NCTof Delhi,
0ld sSecretariat,

Nel hi e+ Respondent,

2)0,A,No,996/99

Shri Rama Kala,.

S/o shri Ram Nath,

R/o Village & PO Maidangarhi,
New Nelhi <0068,

2, 9nt, Chandrakanta shuja,
Wo Late shri N.p, ahuja, .
R/o 5326, Hardiyan Singh Road,

- Karol Bagh,

New Delhi =0003,

3. 9nt.Santosh Chaudhary,
Wo Late shri pi's, Chaudhary,
R/o Flat No,C=3/72, '
Sector VIII, hini,

Neu Delhi -0085 /‘ .. oplicents,

Varsus

M rector,
Oi rectorate of Education, R ro
Govt. of NCT of Dalhi ' «+++Respondents,

Adwocatess

For pplicants: Shri George Paradken
For Respondents: Shri Bhaskar Bharduaj .
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T COmMmon order.

-2-

law ang fact, thay are being di posed of by this

2. Poplicants seek: a declaration that
their pay in ‘the common cadre of senior Grade
Teachefs- }:qnnot be diff’arent and they are also

sntitled to the higher scale of pay of PG T(Drauing)

f’rom the date others in the same grade havs haen
oromoted an d granted the higher scale. They also
seek a direction to respongents to qive them thg
bene-f‘it of the judgment in Cp =9312/73 (T-75/85)

and promota them as PCT weasfyd 3,1,74.

3. . We have heard applicants' cownssl

Shri Paracken and respondents' counsel Shri 8. Bharduwaj. |

4, Shri Pardcken states that this case is fully
covsred by the Tribunal's ordér dated 2.6.98 {n
04 N0.2423/96 Shri Ram Ohan & another Vs, L.Go Delhi

& others, and an identical 0 besring No.2577/97

Shri V. D. Vashistha s, 0irsctor » Ote. of Fducation,
Govts of NCT & Delhi has also been allowsd by

-order dated 31.7.98.
5, - Shri Bhardwajl has raised the objection

.of limitation and contends that the Tribunal's

order in Ran Dhah's case (Supra) foes not gilveg

appllcant a cause of‘ action. Reliance in this

‘ connaction is- planed on CAT PB order dated 5.9, 99
in DA No.1794/94 gnt. Knshna Bhatia Vs, Gowvt. of NCT

of. Delhi.

6, : g have conside red the matter carefully,
/‘) j
T3




A

- S0

. 7. It fs not dcnied that the rolio?s prayod fop

.by the mpplicants m these tuo UAs uoro grghtad to
simil arly p‘lacad incdivlduals By judgmmt datod 2,6,98
in OA No.2423/96 Ram Uha:n & mro Vs, Locgoalhi & Ors, &
mnnectod cases which itsel? re?@rs te savaral earlior
Judgr en te.,. While allowing theso Oﬁso the Bonah

in 1ts Jusment datod 2.6,% alse considorad tho
questien of limitatisn. Nothing has bomn shoun

to sugkgiost ;thé‘e,the_,_ afo goisq.i'_d'__vjudgmmt datod 246,98

has bosn s’tayodf, me_#fioqmor sot asAid@_S;?

8. Again by Tribunal °s order dated 31,7.98

in DA Ns.2577/97 % D. vashista VBo m:'sctnro Dtod of
Educatisn,eavto of NCT of Dolh.i., res;mndcnta Yo re

di mctad ts extend te appliceﬂts the beno?its grantod
to the applicanta in Ram u'aan°s easo { supra), as
regards the date f rom which the benofits wuld aceruo
te applicants, _uo_?inq from Para 1&(‘:_1) of tho judgmont
in Raa d\anbé éaso (st.pra) that ma)onydcnts woro
directod te give thmso applicants the bmo?ﬂ.ta of tho
Judgment in cm—miz/?s, and give thom p maotisn on
pre visi_olnal basis from the dats perssns jwnior to
then wers promoted in 1973-74 i,8, 3.1.74 but payment of
actual arrears would be confined te ene yoear prior to
Piling of the 0a. In_the prosent 04 alse wo. df roct
aces rdingly, nating that 04 No, 332/99 was filed

on 10,2, 99 and oa No.996/99 was filed on 28,499,

9 m.s. 2 Ons are disposod m? in toms of para 8

abe voo No astsi

ﬂo@l . Let a &@py of this ordor bo placmd on oach of
‘qﬂs' Ncsl'do A
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