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IN THE matter OF:

N^K^Sood & Or3^ . .Applican tdi^

Versus

UQI & Ors#^ . . .RsapondBn te^

OROtRlCBV^tlRgOtAT'lON^

sTRlAdiQ8^C(AV:

Perused the RA'J

2^ In the RA it is contended that the impugned

order dated 9i^3»^D0l requires revieU because uhat

applicants had sought in OA No.'islV^B uas pay protection

vis»a»vis their juniors uho were promoted on adhoc basis

while they than selves were on deputation and not stepping

up of pay as mentioned in the impugned order dated

9.'3,^20 01 i

3,^ This contention of applicants in the RA is

belied by their own avertments in para 1 of the OA

which reads as follousj

''That the application has been made against
the impugned order pf Respondent Noi'l dated
13,'11,'97 and 19»11;^97 whereby the matter
commonly examined has been rejected depriving
applicants of their fundamental right of
protection of pay flouting their own orders of
gran tin 0 steoDina unXenrnhasia supplied) on simple
ground that juniors uere promoted on adhoc ba ais^J

4.^ Again in para 4^13 of the OA it is stated

"It is further submitted that Respondent No,1
even does not deny the fact that applicant was
not eligible fbr grant of steDoing up of pay
(emphasis supplied) except on the ground that
they were on deputation when their junior were

p romo ted* "

5. This claim is the^fore squarly hit by FR 22 (2 6} (2)
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as stated in our order dated slbi^OOI.^
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