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CEOTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
Principal Bench

Nofl 29 of 2000
in

Qi'Alii No^i 952 of 1999
ii'f

Nevj Delhi^- dated this the

HCN,»BLE mi' Sf.Rf*; ADIBE-^ VICE CHAIRMAN (A.)
H0N|!BLE MI^iv LA^HMI SWAMINATHAN',' IiOBER..(J)

' 2000

S/Shri

4^

Maiwah^'
S/d Shri Sfj'D'ji Marvjah^
Nq!^ 1225-^- Mehal Saraiii"
Geeta Bhawah'^^ Kashmere Gate,
Delhi-110006^

Shri Anil Kutnar Jainf
S/o Shri Jain

nW BhatiA ™
S/o Shri 0||P^| Bhatia

Chhabra ,
S/o Shri Chhabra

V itnal Chawla;^;
S/o Shri S'i'S*;^ Chawla

R . K-i' Kachrop ,
s/o Shri Rachroo

P?il^ GtqDtay
s/o Shri D^i'^ Gupta

5.

6^i

7;i

8i'

(By Advocate; Shri S||A'ii Rattar^aul)

Versus

A'i'k'i Singhaiy
S/o Shri Singhal Applicants

li

3f^

4.

Union of India through
the Secretary^
jDept^l of E>qDenditure^
Ministry of Financey
North Blockf Nev; Delhil?

The Secretary'i^'
Dept^ of Statistics'f
Ministry of Planningy
Sardar Satel Bhawan
Sansad Margy New Delhil

The iSi^^fiJE^i^cutive Officery"^
National Sample Survey Organ isationy
Ministry of Planning',
Sardar P atel Bhav/an,'New Delhiij

The Directory
Data Processing Divisiony
NvSyS^itiyi,
Ministiry of Planningy GLT Roadyr
Bar a Nagary Calcutta,
West Bengali Respondents

(By Advocate; Mrsf] Pratima Gupta)
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S^R-^Adige^VCCA):

Heard both sides on RA No'^Zg/ZOOO seeking

revjleM of the Tribunal's order dated 7j}1^2000 in

OA No';^952/99p

2^ In that OA applicants had impugned

respondents* order dated 31^12^98 and had sought

extension of the benefits of the Hon'ble St^reoe

Court's judgment dated 25ii?9^^ in Review Petition

No^096/95 in Civil Appeal No^5008/98 CfPllOadua & Ors^

\}3^. UOI & Orsif on the g rounds of being similarly

vSi-tuai^iSp ecifically^ applican ta sought redesignatlon

as Data Processing Assistants Gr^III and pay scale

of fejh600-2660 uiseffji (revised to fê 5000 -9000

u'^e'^f^ 1^^96) with oon^qoential benefits^

3. After hearing both sides that OA was

dismissed by Tribunali*3 order dated 7^1^2000 after

noting that the Hon'ble Supreme Court 's judgment

dated 25^9^98 had limited the benefits to the 48

t

applicants who were a party to those proceedings^

4^ During the course of hearing it was not

brought to the notlos of the Bench that ttn Hon'ble

Snjreroe Court by its own judgnent dated I4i'5»!99 In

Civil Appeal No'I!3l02/99 Kamlakai* 4 Qtb"^ y/s'^ UOI & Ors'5

had extended the benefits of the order dated 25v9?98
Kamlakai; &

in DacWa's case (st^ra) toothers similarly placed ^
n oJso

During the course of hearing^ it uas^^not brought to the
o l><j

notice of the Baoch that|4he CAT PB's order dated
20^12^99 disposing o f OA No*;^ 370/98 9n i^'Dip ti Roy &

Ors'^ \/s^ UOI & Or^, and connected casBS, respondents

had been directed to review the cases of all t^ose

applicants and identify their new designations and

revised pay scale in the light of various court's

rulings and place them in the higher pay scales

n^
/j
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notionally ul'al'f? or from tho^as^e of thair

promotioiry uhichav/ariuls latar^and to grant than the

benefit of the higher pay scales with effect from

the afbresaid date on notional basis^and benefit

of arrears in the higher pay scales only from the

date of filing each of the OAs^uith consequential

benefits in accordance with lay and rUlss^

5. After hearing both sides on^RA» ua had
-*-1

reserved our orders^

6.' While vJe uere satisfied that the Tribunal;*s

order dated 7;^2000 in GA No^952/99 requires revieu ̂
.V

■dtnitially ue uere of the opinion that the matter

should be referred a Full Bench, on the question

as to uhether entitlement in the higher pay scale
r->

should be granted from as claimed by tte

applicants or the entitlement in the higher pay

scale uf'e?f'F 1;?1;^86 should be only on notional basis

and the actual entitlement of arrears in the higher

pay scales should be uitb effect from a later date^

7. Houever7 thia matter has baai conclusively

decided by another Fbll Bench's order dated 3'i^7'^000

in OA No'?2639/99 Babu Lai & Grs:» Ms^ UOI & Grs.

in which one of us(nr7Si%^Adige^\/C(A) was a partyl^
In that order after referring to the Hon'ble SuDteroe

Court's ruling in Dadua's case (supra) and Kamlakar's

case (si^ra)and also several other rulings of the
Tribunal itself , it has been held that the applicants

would be granted benefit of G,PI, dated 11-^9^89

with all consequential benefits^
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The afbresaid lallng of the FUll Bench in Babu Lai *s

case (supra) is fully applicable to the facts and

circumstances of the present case and in the

circunstancP the RA is allouedj impugned order

dated 7lli200p dismissing OA No^I'952/99 is recalled;'

the OA is allowed; and Respondents are directed

to grant applicants in the OA the benefits of OPI

dated 1li^89 u^efff lfli86f with all consequential

benefits'^ oithin fbur months from the date of

receipt of a copy of this orde^i^ No oostsf

( PlRsf LAKSHP1I SUAniNATHAN ) ( SVR^AOIGE )
MEPiBER(3) yiCE CHAIRnAN(A)
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