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“m,Bhawan,
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25. A0 8hire T.V. Unnikrishnan
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Shti
Shiji B. Spundara Rajan

Smt . B8.M. Shewaraman i Applicants

Y ,
s Versus

Un{on of india through
the‘Secretary,
M“nnStr& of Science & Technoliogy,

The Sec etary,

B

M|n|s¢ry oF”Personnel Publiic Grievances
& Training, New Delhi.

The Se Fetg;y,
Ministny of Finance,
Dept. of Expendi ture,
North . Block

The D» Sctor General of Meteorology,
india Meteorologlcal Dept .,
Mausam Bhawan,

Lodi Road,

New Deih|-110003 Respondents

2. O.A. No. 1801 of 19988

EShrn M. V ‘R. Rao,
;Stenographer Grade |,

:ntra} Electruc;ty Authority,
1 Sector -2, RKali Bari Marg,

Appiicants
Versus

Un;onnef india through
the Secretary,
Munsstr“ of Power,
Shram Shakti Bhawan,
ng Defhi—-110001.

A
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The Chairman,
‘central Eﬂectricity Authority,
Sews*Bhawan, R.K. Puram,

New, De | hi=110086.

o% Tha W

The! secretary .

Miﬁfé???'ﬁ? Finance,

Dept. “of Expenditure,

North Block, New De lhi=-110001.

P R o

The ‘Secretary.
Minustry o personnel , Publ ic Grievances
andfPénsiohs,

Dept., of Rersonnel
& Training; New Deihi. . Respondents

3. O.A. No. 2135 of 1997
Shri™1.P. Singh,
Assistant,
Directorate of income Tax (1T & Audit),
R/o A-T3, Bnim Vihar,
Johar&t?ur,
Deih i =4100684.
‘$hri Bulaki Ram
.. Shri Jagdish Chander
" 'Shri, shyam Lal

“Mros Sitbia Toppo

.ﬁg Bhutan

1
urii ta Sharma

Applicants

Union of-India through
the Secretary,

Dept. of Revenue,
North Biock,
NewTD?Ihi—110001.

The!Secretary,
" Ministry of Finance,
: Dept .’ of Expendi ture,
g‘North Block, '
New Delhi.

The Secretary,
“‘Minisﬁry of Personnei, Public Grievances
% and Pensions,
~;£D§pﬁ.ipf Personnei & Training, New Deihi.
RS
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The Director,
D|rectorate of {.7. (\T & Audit),
A R A. Centre,

Jhandewalan Extension, :
Aelh|-110055 .. Respondents

412 of 1887

Smt . sushma Purn

Smt .

Smt .

Smt.

Smt .
Smt.

Sbri

)

Ansta Sodh|
mNgg\am Sardana

Bhutan!

&éhta'oatta
Sudash Anand
R K Sharma .. App\icants

Versus

Unnon of india through

the
Mlnl

T hepti:

Secretary,
stry of Finance,
. of. Revenue,

Nordh B\ock New Deliht.

The*:”

MIQ!
andy

Dept

The

ecretary,
\

try'of Personnel, Public Gr ievances

Pen5|ons, .
%Of Personnel & Training, New Deihi.

Dnrector General ,

Dlrectorate of Revenue intel l1gence,

g’

-

.R.

The
M

Depit.

Block Tib Floor,
Bhawan,
Estate, New Delhi.

Secretary,
stry of Finance,
" of ‘Expenditure,

North’Block

New

R/o
New

o Mrs.
r%viR/O

T Mrs.

p?lh|. .. Respondents

5. 0.A. No. 117 of 1988
Man ju Krishnani,
D-132, Sarita Vihar,
Oalhi.

Santosh V|rman|,
s-8, br|n|vaspur| Extension,

_ De$h|-1100b5 . : . App)icants




1. Unidn of Ihdia through

the -Secretary (Labour),

Ministry of Labour,

Govt<,pﬂglndia,

Shrah‘Shakfi,Bhawan,

New Deihi. -

2. The Seqhgtaqy,
Ministry of Finance,
Dept.kofﬂExpenditure,
North Block,

New Dejhj.
3. The Difeétor,
V.V. Giri National Labour institute,
NOIDA. |
4. The Administrative Officer,
V.V. Giri National Labour institute,

NOIDA. ‘ .. Respondents

Advocates: for the parties: Shri M.iL. Ohri for
i ' applicants in all the
‘:7,{“' : O.As
S e T S/Shri R.P.Aggarwal,
’ V.P. Uppal and
A.K. Bhardwaj for
Respondents

ORDER

S.R. ADIGE, VC'(A) ¥}

These ~ five O.As filed by Stenographers Grade
|t and Assistants working in some of the
subordinate/attached offices of Govt. of india bhad
been - referred.. to ~a larger Bench to answer the
foliowing reference:

“Whether Stenographers Grade ti and
,Assistants of subordinate and attached
offices of Govt. of India are entitied to
the ' pay scale of Rs.1840-280C0 applicable to

Stenographers Grade C’ and Assistants
working. in Central Secretariat Service' .

2n,;_A“ijetmember Bench of this Tribunal, in
which one of us(S!é. .Adige, Vice Chairman (Ai)was a

party after ¢hé§rihg the matter in deiail, by order

dated 15.3.200% aﬁSwered the reference In the

71




negative éndigheéRegistry was directed to return these

3

ffve GHA§rg§§tHesappropriate Bench for disposail and
R o N \\ .

. EARTE B S
in accordance:with law.
SRR Y

3. Acco%@ingiy these U0.As had come up before

s A
PR
R} A

this Divisioh Benth.

4.F33Shrﬁi M.L. Ohri appeared on  behalf of

Aggarwai

applicants :and S/Shri A.

K. Bhardwaj, R.P.

and V.P. 'pral appeared on behaif of respondents.

These learnsd’ counsel had also argued the matter
before the }Fﬁll 8ench.

gs. Both sides have been heard.

é. Shri Ohrf contended that the addoessadd
ruling” of the. Full Bench dated 15.3.2001 was not

binding “on.this Division Bench, in the Iight of the
fact tﬁéﬁxbahéaaﬁradesh High Court in its order dated

8.9.88 ifi' WH=1850/08 had upheid the CAT, Hyderabad

—

No.737/87

Bench’'s ‘6rdér~ dited 23.7.87 in O.A. c..

Rangaiah, ngﬁogpépher Grade i{, Advanced Training
institute, “Ministry of Labour, Govt. of India Vs,

Union of India ‘& Others entitling him to the

pay
scale of Rs11640-2806 w.e.f. 1.1.86 which this
Division BenchH was now required to foilow. in this

NN

connection he ' aiieged that the aforesaid ruling of

the A.P. High'Court had been deiiberately withheid

5 :
from the Fuil Bench by respondents when it heard this
bunch of 0.As because despite a copy of the aforesaid
eﬁdorsed

order ‘being of

to the Secretary,

Dept.

Personnea i &"TFaiﬁing who

is one of the Respondents in

the prdgéﬁt7ﬂ01A§§ that ruling was not placed by
Respondentsp-fsgféﬁé the Fuil Bench. In this
.?_;" : . Y‘rz
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Ohti cited the Fuill (Bangaiore)_Bench
. "“Nagesh etc. etc. Vs. Assistant

!

Superlntende th 6¥‘ Post Offices, South Bangalore &

s J

Others 2000 ib) ATJ 256 in support of his argumentis.

hen we asked Shri Ohri why this ruling

of the A P High Court was not cited on behaif of
‘ ' : .
applican$§ before the Fuli Bench he stated that

applicants were not a party in that case and hence
were ‘not awafe of the ruling when the matter was

heard by the Fuil Bench.

8. On the other hand Shri A.K. Bhardwaj and
others appearlng on behaif of Respondents strenuocusliy

denied any; ttempt by respondents to suppress any

~so~

ruling from the Fuli Bench when it heard these C.As.

They urgad that tne A.P. High had oniy declined to

1

interfere wuth the CAT, Hyderabad Bench's order

entitiing Shrl Rangaiah to the scale of Rs.1640-2800
w.e.f. 1. 1'&% as they did not find any 'error or
infirmitz |nr that ordar it was also ﬁointed that
the CATE‘ruilng in P.R. Panchal Vs. Union of india
& 'chérs 1996 (34) ATC reiied upon by A.P. .High
CouFt?i& its order dated 8.9.688 had been discussed at
IengtH;iQY {ﬁbe%"Fuli Bench in its order dated
\s 3 2001 ‘Afd 'nit is after discussion that theFull
Bench Héd: éﬁés;;ﬂ to disagree with the ruling iIn

FER RS

Pnchal's“:qaéag {%upra) in the background of various

. P . '
Supreme Court %IégUSSIOH.

'[n thss connectlon it was emphasised by

them that the?Full Bench in its order dated 15.83.2001
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had relied upaF ‘fveral Supreme Court’s decisions,

none of whuch had been referred to by the A.P., High

~Court n stsuonder ‘dated 6.8.98, and in the light of

those Supremeﬁpouri s ruiingsrelled upon by the Full
Bench, ite order dated 15.3.2001 was binding upon
this Division bench

10" We\have considered the matter carefully.
- ’ :ﬁﬁu “Nei%her the CAT, Hyderabad Bench's order
dated 23 'i' 97,‘m 0.A. No. 737/97 G. Rangaiah Vs.

Union of Indla nor indeed the Andhra Pradesh High

Court’'s order dated g.90.688 upholding the same appears

to  have bee' 'cvted pefore the Fuli Bench when it

heard this bunch of O.As. The Fuil Bench after
‘ .
hearing both ssdes ‘at length answered the reference
J

&)

made to :the'negative, after considering the

ratio laid down by the Hon’ ble Supreme Court in

several rulinge on the subject None of these
£k, . . i "

rulings of Hon bie Supreme Court find mentiondd 0

the A.P. -High‘@ourt's order dated §g.8.98.

: 12. in the fight of the above, we are of the
consndered view that we are bound by the Fuli Bench's
order dated 15 2001 answering the reference in the

negative.,‘f Pos

,the Full Bench has heid that
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Stenographers Grade |1 and Assistants of subordinate/
attached offices of Govt. of India are not entitied
to the pay scaie of Rs.1640-2800 w.e.f. 1.1.86,
these O.As-are diSmisspd. No costs.

13..5° Leét -a copy of this order be piaced in

each O.A. -case.srecord.

- R

(Dr. A. Vedavai:li)
Member (J)

.o /
(S.R. Adige)
Vice Chairman (A)
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