v,

No.13/9/93-JA. .
CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE
(PRINCIPAL BENCH)
JA SECTION

TRIBUNAL

Dated 30.12.94

Sub: Transmission of entire records in
0A Nos.246 and 364 of 1994 (1.Shri T.

Satyanerayana, 2. Shri S.Gangadharpps
Ve. UDI & Ors) on the Pile of CAT,
Hyderabad.

In pursuant to the order of Hon'ble the Chairman
passed at Jabalpur Camp on 16.12.94 (copy enclosed)
the record of the ebove mentioned two ceses received
from the CAT, Hyderabad Benchis §ovweerd ol kot |

2, T> comply with the order of Hon'ble the Chairman
referred to above records of OA Nos.246 and 364 of 1994

maﬁbe listed before Deputy Registrar (J) Court on

12.1.1995 in the CAT, Principal aench.CR£££é¥47
‘e fi

(RAGHUB IRS INGH)
DEPUTY REGISTRAR (JA) .|

M

Deputy Reqistrar (JZ
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27.1.193,

&t .Zéoolqgs ©
4(Q cases hcve been listed today before

tnis Full Banch, The c=zses were called, 9hri

Manmohan $ingh appgzred as oneé of the petitioners

b Shel &

in J."H,. No, 81/95( Shri O.SeGzrg appesred as

counsel for the applicant in U.h, No, 292/90,

294/90 snd 326/90 i.2. 1. no. 13 to 15, Shri

5,.Nzqu zppesred =S counsal for the applic=nts 1in

J.k. No, 2589/94, 2591/94, 2593/94, 2597/94,

2598/94, 2599/94 & 2500/94 ($1.No, .20, 22, 24

and 28 to 31). Shri R.T.Pratap appsared as one

of the applicents in D.%s NoO, 2596/94 at sl. no.27,

Shri Ramesh Dadra appeared as counsel for the

~applicznts in Je.i, No, 63/95 & 64 /95 (S1.No, 37 &

38).
) [
Shri Ve5.R.Krishna for the respondents in
0... No. 78/35, 79/95, 80/95, 2151/93 and 77/95
(51,0, 1 to 3, 12 & 40), Mrs, Raj Kumzri Choprd

'appeared for tha ras_ondsnts in J.4. Nos, 398/91,

«,?\y Mrs, Chopra, counse

far the respondants in

gmimporﬁant issuz raised

some of thes czses Ras
to be sorted out, A
similar plasa has also
been raised by 9hri
VoD sReKrishnsze

292/90, 294/90, 326/90, 2670/92, 2671 /92, 2669/92
(31, No, 11 and 13 to 18) . Shri R.M.Bagsi appearys
for the respondents in U.A.Na. 83/95 & B4/95

(51, Ho. 6 & 7). Shri Tian 3ingh, Works Manager
appecred as Dgpartmental representative in DeM e

No, 2501/94, None presant in other ceses, el

1 2) frs. Rej Kumeri Chopre stetes that it is
not as if all thess 0.is are to be decided by the
Full Bench beczusse, in her view, soms of the |

m tters definitely pertsin only to & Division

3e nch, which involve different issuss, 9nhri VedeRo
Krishna submitted that while the issue before the
Full Bench concerns the saniority 1ist of 1991,

in tha ceases :in which he hsas been engaged, the iein
issue is ezbout promotions made on the basis of |
hot seniority list. May be the seniority list of

1591 comes in theses céses &s an ancillary 1ssuse

3;) It appezrs that all thase ceases were

grouped snd transferred to Principal Bench on the

submission of the Govt. counsel who appzzrad
before tha Full Bench &t Jabalpur that they
involve the szme issus. In vieu of whzt hes been‘

submitted before us, uefféél that =n opportunity
e —
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should be given. to all parties whefer, apclicants ;
or rzspondents, to submit whether eny of ths
mztters listed in today's c:u-e list sho:ld be‘
deleted therefrom, For this purposse,a copy of the
order dsted 12,8,1993 in J.4, No, 92/33 of the
Jabelpur Bench ( R.h.ﬂukHOpadhyay Vs ,U01 ) (now
re-numbared as YR Na, 2601/94 after transfer to
the Principzl Bench) spaecifically referring the

issues involved in that O.A. znd four other Usks

for & decision by the Full Bench)should be supplied

to the counsel of ths parties of the other O.ARs
who appnsare%)as recorded by the Rsegistry on E
12.1.1995, Only one copy be given to the counsel
who may be appéaring in more than one case, Where
no counsel hws bezn engaged, 3 copy should 92190
given to the applicent, A copy of this order/shouldT

z1so be supplisd to the parties. This be done in

|

1

2 Jaeks, j

fa) It is then open to the mrties concerned,

to maks 3 sub.ission in this regard on the next }

date of hesring fixed for this purpose (i.s. J

20th iMsrch, 1995) when drders will.be passed on |
this issue,

o §? On the last occesion when the matter
was baefore tha Registry on 12,1,1995,it was
suggested by Shri K.Dutta and 3hri S.Nagu,
kdvocates for the applicants in J.R. 2601/94
that the notice could be published through the
F.ctory Orderss MeA. 124/95 is filed in this Jehe

for this purpose, In so far zs this issus wa® o

concerned, the learned counsel for respondents
z2s well as departmental repressntative do not
hzve any objection, In these circumstances, ve
direct that after the issue is decided as to

which applicationSDalonguith cases referred by

the order of reference in 0~ 2601/9€)are to be:
heard by the Full Bench, notice should be given

by the respondents through Factory drders in which
a copy of the order of reference méﬁe by the '
Jabalpur Bench in GeR. No, 91/93 (now re-numbered
as 2601/94) vwill form & part. The mr Uil\l 5

(2
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further state that any person likely to be -
affected by the proceedings should file an .
appllcatlon befare this Bench for impleaxdment

aS an addi tional respondent, within four

weeks fran the date of publication of the

- Factory order. The respondents should get the

draft of the notice vetted by the Regis try
before the next date of hearing.

6. Reglatry Sh0uld also issue notices about ,_ |
the next date of hearing to those parties who
may have no lnformatlon ‘about the transfer of 1
their cases to this Bench far hearing by a
Full Bench, after checkmg up on this 1ssue

7. riginal of this order is kept in C. A :
No.2601/94. Copies be kept in all other O.as.

(a.a%’{aé (J.P.SHARMA)  (N.V. KRISHVAN)-

Menber(A) -Menber( J) Vice-Chairman

ka*
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34.

20.3.95.

0A-14/95

Present: None for the applicant, though
served.
Mrs. Raj Kumari Chopra, counsel far

the respondents.

The app]icant .has stated in ihis
letter dated 9.1.95 that in view of his
financial d11f1cu1t1es he would not be a£1e to
appear before the Court but that copy of the
counte} filed Eby the respondents should be
sent to him af the addfess given in that
letter. The :Registry should - note this

- requirment when the reply is fi1ed.<~ The
1earﬁed counseﬁ for' the respondents states

that this 1is 'a Full Bench matter. Further

directions as in 0A-2601/94.

/ﬁ%f ? - '
(s.R. DI E) (3.P. SHARMA) (N.V. KRISHNAN)

Member (&) . Member()) Vice-Chairman(a)

Sanju'
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32.

20.03.95
O.A. 2601/94.

Present:

Shri K. Dutta, counsel for the applicants.

Shri B. Desilva, counsel for the respondents.

case 1in the group of cases referred to
the Full éench;

2. ; Today, we have - recorded in each of
the. cases 1listeg before us as to whether
poth the Dparties have agreed that the
Ease is to be heard by the Full Bench

(i.e. Group A) or whether both the parties

ave agreed that the case should not be

e

leard by the Full Bench but should be

=

emitted back —to the appropriate Division

(vel

ench (i.e. Group 'B') or whether one

party contends that this is a Fyl1l Bench

mgtter while the other party contends
. this

tPat /18 not a Full Bench matter (i.e.
G%ouh "'C'). ¥here only one party is present
agd it has not raised .a dispute, it is
treatéd as a «case falling in Group 'A‘'.
On the basis of these orders, the Registry
should sort out the O0.As into these Groups
A, B and C.

3. The cases 1in Groups B and ~C shalil

bel placed before the Full Bench for an

apﬁropriate direction whether these cases

sh$u1d be heard by the Full Bench or not
afﬁer. hearing the barties. This will
|

possible only after replies to the

R - .- RN
vell as rejofnders, if

We have treated this as the main
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any, Aare filed. Wwe direct that in =all \\
cases where replies have not yet been
filed - which is for the counsel for the
respondents to verify- replies should
be filed within 4 weeks. The Registry

is directed to serve that reply on the

counsel, if any. who appeared for -¢:the
applicants today and in those cases where

no counsel appeared for the applicants,

they should Dbe sent to the crucerned
applicants or their counsel with & direction
that the rejoinder, if any, should be.
filed withinp two weeks thereafter. In
other case€s; where reply has alreauy been
filed but rejoinder has pot yet been filed,
the same should Dbe filed within three
weeks. The cases 1in Group 'B’ and Group'C'
will be heard on the above issue€ on\§g5.95
by the Full Bench.
4. The order in para 3 regarding filing
reply and rejoinder will also apply to
applications in Group ‘A except that
they will be listed for final hearing
on 29.5.1995 pefore the Full Bench. in
such cases the parties should give ODE
. Y, ot '

nc rmaL

more COPpY 9j the reply/rejoinder[ for use€

by the Full_Bench.

5. In view of the above directions apd
in modification of our earlier order,
N : we direct the respondgnts to file, withir

. w drHt 4
a week, pefore the Registry[a notice thal

quld be pub:\gshed ttl/rough Factory Order
T s L

o PR
. - o .= ] e ———— -

& . )
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otherwise, it should be issued
both to the counsel who appeared
in the earlier proceedihgs before
other Behches - which may be
seen from the Vakalatnama or
" proceedings - as well as to the
applicant - or to the first
applicant, if there are more
applicants.

ii)

iii)

vhere Registered AD notice was
jssued in pursuance of the order
dated 27.1.1995 and more than

one month has passed after sending

such notice and AD is not received,

service will be presumed. In
each such case an endorsement
should be given by Registry in
part 'A' of the file. No further
notice need be jssued 1in such
cases. However, if, in any
such case, & COPY of the reply
or rejoinder is to be sent, the
next date of hearing may also
be indicated i.e. 8.5.1995 for
Group B and Group C. cases anc
29.5.1995 for Group A cases.

Registry vshould clearly indicate
the date on which the Registere
AD notice was sent. This shoul
be indicated. on the office cop

~f the notice giving the regis

- A gan~s

_. A tration,, of the _post_.pffice. AN

’ .

™ A S a3
B, vinds

\

»
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The notice should indicate allg particulars
that were directed to be giéen in - para
5 of our order dated 27.1.1995. Besides,
it should give the 1list of caseé in quup'A'
j.e. cases about which there is agreemént
among parties that they should be heard

V-
by the Full Bench. The notice should

also” give particulars of the cases about

which there is some dispute i.e. Group

B and sroup C cases. Nevertheless, ths
parties thereto should Dbe’ informed by
the Factory Order that in case a decision
by the Full Bench 1is taken, that these

cases should also b; heard by the Full

Bench along with Groﬁp A cases, such final

hearing would be on 29.5.95 before the
o ‘ ~ ; 7, A r el :
| Full Bench. /\)z;;,,/? /;/,c—x.v«..«_l el e all- fov

. bt

6. ‘.A copy of this order (upto para 6
only) as 'also a copy each of the three
lists, Group A, Group B and:Group C referred.
to in para 2 should be isent to all the

counsel who appeared today in various
i

cases. A

7. The following fufther directions
i :

3

are given.

i) In some cases applicants have
1

not yet been§ noticed though

directions were %ssued on 27.1.1995.
: 1 :
In all such jcases the notice.

H .
should be iss?ed again to the

counsel of tée applicants, if!

e - he- - beloné%ﬁi to -the Delhi Band
_ AW - & .y -~ o ) -7 ) . - i +
s T Tl T

- : 4
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dates.
iv)  Orders 'in‘ each O.A. be seen for
compliance.
v v) Paper Books for the Full Bench

R o

(s.R. thCE)

M(A)

'SRD'

be prepared in respeﬁi of all

A

-
cases mentioned in Group ® where

the pleadings are complete.

-
(J.P. SHARMA) (N.V. KRISHNAN)
M(J) VC(A)
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nexure-1 & 1I

Q9-5-95

The following counsel are present for
the applicants, namely, Shri S. Nagu in O.As
listed in 'S1. No. 6, 10, 20, 23,'25, 29 to 32,
36 and 38; Shri S.K. Sawhney in S1. No.25; Shri
N.K. Aggarwal in S1. No. 19; Shri D.S. Garg in
g1. No. 14 to 16 and Shri H.K. Puri in 0.A. at
g1. No. 2. None is present for the applicants
in O.A. 2601/9A,O:A. 2591/94 and O0.A. 2594/94,

the three O.A.s in which M.As have been filed

by petitioners seeking impleadment as respondents.

2. The following counsel are present for
the respondents, nameiy, Shri V.S.R. Krishna
for the official Respondent in O. A. listed S1.
No.l to 4, 6 to 10, 12 to 14 and 40; Shri Satish
Sharma iﬁ 0.A.s listed in S1. No.20 to 3; Mrs.
Raj Kumari Chopra for the official Respondents
in other cases as mentioned in the cause iist:
and Shri Shyam

Moor3jani for the Pvt. Respcndent in the O.A.

at S1.No. 26.

X. The first question considered was about
fhe petition in the M.As seeking impleadment.
Only in some }M.As, the petitioners have explaimed
how they will be adversely affected if the O.A.

in which impleadment is 'sought is allowed. This
w ; W

can be made good @ others in the#v reply to the

romceTTet——O TR, WNErZ  they  seek impleadment.

We direct that such persons should clarify this

e =
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point in their reply,

4. We have also before us a number of M.As
filed by Shri S. Nagu, Advocate. These are by

petitioners who state that they are also

similarly  situated
O.As/the MAs are filed. We are of the view that

as the applicants in

oniy those persons can seek impleadment as are
likely to be affected adversely} if the O0.A.
are allowed. In the circumstances/the foll@)ing

MAs filed by Shri S. Nagu are not maintainable

viz. S1. No.l, 3 & 4 in respect of 0OA 2598/94

and S1. No. 1, and 5 to 22 in respect of OA

2591/94.

5.1 301 MAs have been filed in 0.A. 2601/94.
In' view of the érder in para 4, there is only
oné M.A. in b.A. 2598/94 (S1.No.2) and 3 in 0.A.
2591/94 (S1. No.2 to 4). Therefore, all the MAs

other than those mentioned in para 4 (i.e. S1.

No. 1 to 142 and 144 to 301 in respect of 0A

2601/94, MA at S1.No.2 in respect of OA 2598/94
and MAs at S1. No. 2 to 4 in O0.A. 3351/94
fof impleadment are éllowed and they are made
additional .respondents in the respective .As.
Thé applicants in the three OAs ea should take
stéps to file & fresh memo of parties.
Reéistry should keep a copy of to-day's cause
list in each of the three 0.As.

6. Shri S.

Arvind, Advocate appears and

states that he represents 20 affected persons

those
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in Madras. Because of the delayed publication
of the notice they could not seek impleadment.
He, therefore, seeks extension of time in this
regard. Shri S.K. Biswas, General Secretary
of the Association has filed MA 1347/94 in O.A.
2601/94 (S1. No.143) seeking similar prayer for

extension- of time. Factory notices were issued

" —

indicating that 22/5/95 was the last date for

)
filing MAs. As it appears that)in some places,

the notice was published very late, we are of
the view that in the interest of the justice
one last opportunity may be given. In order
to save-time we relax the need to file impleading

petitions and permit intervention by persons

who claim that they would be adversely affected
if the O0.As are allowed. They should ffiéﬁ
their replies7 clearly indicating how they are
likely to be eaffected. The fifst para of the
reply should clearly state that the reply is
being filed 1in accordan;g with para® 6 of this
order as an intervenor an{ not as an additional

respondent.

7. To file replies) both the additional

respondents and the intervenors would require
s

a copy of the application. In this regard we

have heard 1learned counsei, as well as some

persons who filed MAs in person. A large number

of MAs for impleadment have been filed by the

petitioners themselves. Some of them want to

T = R e e e S KA S S




e g Y i e e ST TSy T o SR
: e T AT, A:N . - - . . N i f ~=- * ‘:\\
A : v : . ’ \6 \ .
. -5~ ' ‘ PageNo. ———— -

CAT/Consinucd Sheet

i S. K. Biswas, Genl. Secy.

Office Report
(iii) To Shr

of the Association.

(iv) As a very jarge number of additional

respondents are located in Calcutta and Jabalp%r,

5 copies each of the " 0.A. should be given‘ to

the Respondents 1, 2 and 3 to be Kkept in the

|respective offices.

() ‘ .
(b) O.A. 2598/94

The applicant should supply 2@ cOPY o f
A L a4 S fU0 2
the 0.A. to the petitioner in the M.Ax.and to

Shri S.K. Biswas, Genl. Secy. of the Assn.

(c) O.A. 2591/94
ye
¢ Theee persons have been impleaded as
(Sre. 2o /L-(‘_/)
respondentsi All are from Moradabad. The appli-

cants should furnish a copy to the petitinner

U
in MA 1199/95 to bejiﬂ*ad»by all. Copy also

be served on Shri S.K. Biswas, Genl.. Secy. of

the Assn.

To enable the appiicants in the three

O0.As to serve copies as: directed above Registry

g Guc fo Lo o/yg/; Cards

should [. the .addresses of the additional

respondents/their counsel from the concerned

M.A/vakalatnama.

10. In additio?)two copies each of all the

administrative

three 0.As shall be placed in the

offices of the official respondents located at

Dehra Dun, Muradnagar,

Cﬁandigarh; GChaziabad,

N
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‘lorders are passed

rhiémiag;*f
, IR
to' enabla to additlonal respondents ané\\
ol e
1nterveners to flle replies. These-cogles

| e

\, J,' \<

shall be prq:ared by the official reSpondentc

o

Reglstry of ;ha Princrpal Bench

Orders regarding costs shall be passed

later., j \ R é;l
1% ; ‘A'An extra copy pf replieS,;rejoindérs

b

'etc. should be flled)than normally fixed For.

/
the useﬂ of the Bench., Ccpy of the rq:ly
shall be served on the BppllCantS in the'
c°ncerned OAs as uell as on the ReSpondents
already on record in those OAa)uithln six

ueeks. The re301nder by the applicants or

.addlt&onal ‘affidavit, 1f ‘any, by the official

reSpondants shall be filed within two ueeks.‘

il o
thereafter %

A
v

12._-1' Regarding preparation of paperbooks’

| for the use of the full Bench the follqging

i

1), Three sets of‘paperbooks of DA-2601/9£‘
Tk

.

'-f“"‘ and 2594/94 are alraady avaialbe..m

1i)" . In OA=-2591/94 and 2598/94 uhere mAs

I .have been filed ene extra aperbook._
¢ shall be prepared by the applicantaz

ili)_f In case any counsel uishes to refer:
llui to the facts in any other OR, during

arguments, that'may be dche only

3 . after paperbook of that OA has been
U f b ey

supplieaﬁtefora the next date of

|
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,earlierituo more OAs have be

':name be typed as’ P Gangopadhyaya. 3

In addltlon tc the ﬁO cases listed

tha Full Bench under the orders of the Hon'ble

They are DAs 854 and 855 of 1995.
Sh. V S R

Chairman.

None: appeared .for- the applicants.

]

Krishna, counsel enters appearance ‘for the

reSpondant§; Copy ‘of the OAs be given to h1m.

+< ORs, On the_next-Qﬁta

45, . Werhave now.
of heafing;the 11 cases xmef raferred to in

the order dated 8.6.95 shall be listed |

' separately at the bottom of the cause: list,
'for thg reag;ns mentioned in para'S”of thet
&rdar;\ _ : o N ;; |
ﬂs | The ORs be listed for final hea;ing}

on 7. B.éS. : ' Vo S » \h'

17. Counsel who appeared today (v1de li
2 6,9(1) and aleo h. S.K. Biswdg

o
paras 1,

(f No. 143 of the 115t of MAs) be given a

chy of'this order. = . .. ;*M__»kﬂwb,f,,wﬂ,,

T

g

MM‘_.\/ -

(s7R. Adigéﬁ BNEES ‘Sharma)’
;yﬂembar(A Nember(J)

VC(A)

P }In 0A~2597/94 (S No.29) the appllcants ih‘fi

en placed before .

i

_,'_-!_,_'-— .

E

R - PR UESRNS S R S i 1

(N V. Krishnan)
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racrs
g I, oA~2Col/9Y
_; -2 0.A. 78/95
_!' 3 - O.A. 79/95
. | 4  0.A. 80/95
i . 5 . 0.A. 81/95
i ;! 6 0.A. 82/95
i ‘ 7 0.A. 83/95
b 8 0.A. 84/95
o 9 0.A. 85/95
' 10- 0.A. 86/95
: 11, 0.A. 172/95
- 12 0.A. 398/91
g 13 0.A. 2151/93
v 14  0.A. 292/90
i 15  0.A. 294/90
ol 16 0.A. 326/90
17  0.A. 2670/92
CR 18  0.A. 2671/92
A 13  0.A. 2669/92
L 20  0.A. 2588/94
ol 21  0.A. 2589/94
. 22 0.A. 2590/94
- 23 0.A. 2591/94
v 24 0.A. 2592/94
S 25  0.A. 2593/94
. 26 0.A. 2594/94
: 27 0.A. 2595/94
i 28 0.A. 2596/94
K 29  0.A. 2597/94
) 30  0.A. 2598/94
i 31 0.A. 2599/94
il 32 0.A. 2600/94
" 33 0.A. 2602/94
. 34  0.A. 14/95
T 35  0.A. 15/95
P 36 0.A. 61/95
4 37 0.A. 63/95
. 38  0.A. 64/95
7 39  0.A. 76/95
i 40 0.A. 77/95
7 41 -0.A. 854/95
n 42 0.A. 855/95

e s e e e £
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£5.5.1953
" oh g 6ot|ot
1. Ma=1162/95
2. Ma-1163/95
3 iMi-- 11604/ 35
4e A-1165/95
B Ma-1166/35
6. Ma=1167/95
7. MA-1168/95
8. Ma-1163/95
S, MA-1170/95
0. @ MA-1171/95
e MA—1172/95
1 2. MA-1173/95
13 MaA-1174/35
14, MA-1175/95
15, Ma-1176/95
15 MA-1177/95
17 MA-1178/85
184 Ma~1179/95
12, MA-1183/35
0 MA-1181/35
21 i1a-1182/.35
22, MA-1183/35
23 . a=11034/35
Che MA-1185/95
25, MA-1186/95
26, (¥ MA=1187/95
27 MA-1188/95
28. MA-1183/95
23. Mi=1180/95
30 Ma-1191/95
31 MAa=1192/95
32. MA-1133/95
33, MA-1194/95
-k . /o
" . L

A

FULL & OL[uH LIST L Culi 10

—t2 -

1_\.__@1]‘*_ ur THC INT&‘_I\U (\JRS
Ckandra orakash Dixit,
Muradnagal

S'.C . _Sh;;»l‘-?l Ay

paticadun

M.P.S. 'f(‘:34lx(x\:5n-’=l1i,
Mo radnag sl :
K.Ke Suri,

h.S. Sekhon,.

Mofadnagar
Chandigarh
Shohjahanpur
Shahjzhanpul

A0y,
Sharma,
. Mehndirétta, Dehradun
S;D.’Sauhney, Dehr adun
SBab ' -do-

Se.

Kumarl,

\arincy Moradnagal

Syar aj Chandar Vohr a,Chandigarh

Pe P. Slngh, Chandigarh

R.P. Tyagl‘ -, Ghaziubad

Savinda Manlkya Sinha,Calcutta

pushpal Kumsl Nag, Calcutte
'§ubhash BhahaCLarya; -do-

Swepan Dutta, balCutta
Kirandeo Chdttbrjub, szl-utte
sukumar BisasuWaS, Caletta
3haskar Sen - do-
P.K.. uhuttop>dhyay,‘—do—
Mlhlx Kumar ohosh, Galcutta
Mihir Beran Mitra, Calcutta

Sautam D®, Calcutta

shanti Pada Das, Calcutts
Se K.. Chaokr-~borty, ~do-
QeKe Kunduy . . -do-
panna Lal Banik, ~do—
Abhimanyu Sen -3do-
Harlpadu De, -do-

Sanjib Kumar LthrdbDrty,CulCUtta

Sunkar Raha,y Cclcutta

Se ahattacharya,’ﬁalcutta
Ranjit Kumar Khan, =do— -

PRCI ches

/
PN

TD.. (“ﬂé)_

P

ﬁnnexure—ll

s/shri
Inperson
Saﬂt Sir\gb,
1, Nartal suany
Inperson
_.do...
-30~-
Bl KO

-do—

Batra

~do—

-30-

-3o— -
Inparsch
-do-

Inpersan

Inperson
Inperson

-do~-

2—d0-
-do=
~do-
- =do-
-do—
—-gdo-

-0~

~do=-
-do=-

-0

-do-
. —do-
-40~
~do~

—40~

~ “Malhotra
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A "MHJ

Ma.

M.

M.

C M

CMA.

i
Te

‘e

MA.

M

‘e

Ma.

A

l."] I'\ .

-ﬂH.

|ql'\|

MA.
MaA.
MA.
MA .
M.

T MA

Ma.
MA.

MA.

MA.
[\] A‘.
mi‘\ .

_‘.m

i‘\o

MA.

M.

1e

Ma.

MA.-

M4

'37’M4. 1237/95“,$7?f1"

~‘1238/95’};‘;:_~~:'j,,-.
‘1?39/95'"

1240/95,

1241/95
1242/95;f'

'1243/95

1244/95
1245/95

1246/95 -

1247/95
1248/95°

1243/95
1250/95

1251/95 .

1252/35
1253/95

1254/95-

1255/95
1256/95
1257/95
1258/55

1259/95

1260/95
1261/95
1262/95
1263/95

1264/95

1265/95 - -

1266/95

1267/95 -

1268/95
1269/95'

-MAa, 1270/95
Ma. 1271/95

ey T et

| Med.

S

1272/95

.}g]Luknan SLngh
. B.C.Pal fl; .
MM, qudr

H.S Sen

. s Yop Slngh
"Ashok.Kumur“SauhHey '
 Sugjeef'Singh‘5ainik

P.CoMitial
0.P. Arora
Sk ,;ﬁéhan

,Nbsogé?é- )

AeKe Sen

Ciﬂ;'ﬁﬂﬁta,

S.C.Arora‘

Julaub Nltra

AMODoMUkhl

K.Unnl:Krlshaén Noir -do-.
-do-~

Ram Nafh Sharma
AeK, Lhakravorty

|

U.Ko :LaCOb

‘R Bhaskaran
Ve.C. Sr1VastaVa
Aslm_Kumar Sarkae.
‘Taskam:Singh

“B.P. Ue‘bma'

v.C. ShrLVastava’
,:H R.Mxnocha‘

"rN N Sarkar

’m Anand
NeN, uhakraborty

'SarOJ Kumar Mdndal
:N CoMullk -

'.D;N Pramahic'
Amitab Lhdkravorty
"R, K. BaJpal

P e g b gt et D o
- s ol A Ciear e S s e d Ly SRR e i)
whe Sl g R Nt p e R iy e b s ;

. =do- .
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70
771
T2
73
74,
75

7B

MM.
A
Ma.
MA.
Ma.
M-""\.
i

M.

MA .

l‘q e

iTA .

i:' Sie

1273/95
127.4/-95
1275/95
1276/ 95

1277/35
1278/95
1273/35
1280/95
1281/95
1282/95

18283/95
12384/95

1285/95

1288/95
1287/95

.1286/95
1289/95
1283/ 35
1291/95
1932/35
1293/35
1294/85
1295/35
1296/35

1297/ 35
1298/93

1235/35
13030/35
1331/95
1302/95

H.K. Szdhukhan

0.P. Rao
S‘K. ‘GhUSh

A+B.Chattopadhyay

Gautam Sengupta

I‘.Ca Sharme

S.K. Chattopadhyay
Munna Khan
A+Xes Mukhopacdhyay

" . CthJt ::a-C_harya

SeB. Biswas

Pe.Ke Sen

N.K, Bhuattachurya

V.X., Bhatiaz

De Sinhea
Cob. Joshi

H.K. Biswas

ReP. Khuranc

A.K, Baundopadhyuy

SON. R.;y
S.C.Kzlre

V.[\:. Gupta

D.ih. Pcndey

JeSangupta

J.K..DJS
Mee PoAdar
Igbal Singh
P.K. 3en

N . DoDeb
U.C.Ghosal

Javbzlpur
o o=
-0~

~do-

—-JO-

-0~
~3o-
-do~-
—-do-

-do-—-
-do-

—-Ad0—-

- do-
~do-
—do-
—do-
c=q 0=

-do-

-duo-

—-30~
-10—-
—-q 00—

-do-

S

e, .

Inperson
- do~
- JO~

- 40—

30—

-3do-
~do= .
~do-
~do~-
-do-

-

~Jdo-
-do-—

-0

-do~-
—dD=-

~do-

- 30~
- do—

—-do-

—-d0-

~do—-
~d0=-
—-do—~

~ A0
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FULL BENCH LIST C”NTJ...
100. M~e 1303/95 B.B. Bhattachurya
1074 - MA. 1304/95 B.8.50m
1d2. Ma. 1305/95 S.K.‘BhattuCharya
103, M. 1306/95 G.S.Kalra
104, M. 1307/95 AeK. Serkar
105, 4. 1308/95 ReP. Ahuja
107, M1, 1313/95 TeK. Kandy
108, M., 1311/95 SuB.Tivari
139, MA. 1312/95 MeWy Thoear .
C11de N 1313/35 KeP o Kushuaha
111, M1, 1314/85 BeK. Guha
112, M+ 1315/55 S+Basu
113, M. 1316/95 8.8hommik
114, A4, 1317/85 C.S.Lohmi
115, 4. 1318/35 Rers3ha
1164 M. 1313/95 ReK. Mozumdar
117, M-. 1321/95 P.Ghash
118, Ma. 1322/95 M.K. Ghosh
113, My 1323/35 Ralkest Singh
‘1230. M. 1324/95 RQG.Sarkar
121, Ma. 1325/95 PaVeVirghese
122, M. 1326/95 MaR.Tarufder
123, M~ 1327/95 ‘B.R.Roy
104, M. 1328/95 ~ Subhush Gupta
1254 M. 1329/95 Amitab Nag
126, Mas 1330/95 V.k.‘%gxene,?
127 MA. 1331/35 TiKes Das:‘Guptas &
128, M.a. 1332/95 Hlmerl Kum.r Sen
129, 4. 1333/95 B.8. Chukravorty
134, 4. 1334/95 r»a,cupta 5
131, Mae 1335/95 S.K. Banerji
132, M~. 1336/95 Kailush Singh
124, Md. 1337/85 Hir mthnder Slngh
13/4. mi‘\o 1338/95 DQS YJd 2V

D.B .ShdI‘FHa ‘

— )5

Jabalpur

-0

- 3o
- dn-

- d0o=-
-~do-

—do-

-d o
-do-
-0

0=

- d 0=
~do-

-do-

-do-

-do-

Inperson

= O

- 0=

-3 O

-30—

..d@

T e




e

147..

148, . *
' 480,
?151.

‘152.
‘153.

454,
155,
. zss;v- .
: 1sa‘t'
. 15907
| ﬁ’ﬂ%b;’i_~
TS
162,
163,

.‘2;,‘1
1985,

166,
1674 -

168, ,

170,

171

- 173..

174l
© 175y

MA-1345/95.
MA—1346/95

:111MA-1347/95»
7 MA-1348/95-

m&~1349/95
MA-1350/95

'MA-1351/95,,

MA-1352/95
MA-1353/95
MA-1354/95
MA-1355/95

gmA41355/9s

MA=1357/95
NA—1358/95
MA—1359/95

.MA—1360/95

- M :.‘
- iu.

MA—1361/95

- NA—1362/95
-MA-1363/95
'NA—1364/95
-MA-1365/95'

NA—1366/95.
MA-1367/95 -
MA-1368/95
Ma-1369/95 .

MA-1370/95 =
. MA-1371/95

MA-1372/95-

»MA-1373/95

MA-1374/95

MA;R1375/95

1376 /95
1377/95

N '1378/95

,&7\ | i ) l
mA*1344/952,rww+,m

"5;ig's;K.

AN

Baleshuar Kumar -do-. . .

.»SL.Vu ' ’ ~do- _. .
PeNe- Patel ‘“-. }Calcutta R
Blsuas'“” /1 =do=

Tapan Kumar Das ~do-
ManOJ Das -do-
Kantllal SenQUpta -do-
LAdeJnta Kumar. Hltra ~do-
:Sthd "Ranjan Saha - =do-
.-Camlr Chandra plpl£: -do-
Supratim BhattaCharya -do-

- Satya Prasanna’ Bhatta- -do- _
—~ahar jee '

Suhas KrLShna Sdrkar -dai'”

'Bldyut Kumar Roy uhoudhary -do-

Aslt Kumar Sengupta :-d?-

_ Jayanta Prasanna dlSUaS —do-.

Lakshmdn Lhakrabarty ;Qq—.
:Prasanta Kumar Bak81 1d0~
Nabarun ahadur1 \ '

Bhadurl

’\AJay Kumar Chattopadhyay -do=

'Slha Brata Bast' . ~do-
Dipak Bhattacharya (Foremdh) -do-

Tilak Kunar Roy Calcabta
Mukul Krishna Roy & =do-
'S.M. Bhaduri - =30~

asoke Kr. Das Supta --éEj?

Dipsk Bhattacharya A/F Sheli -dO*.f“'

Ajay Kumar Ghosh' Calcutta:
1Soumendra Kumdr uhUSh ':dD?
‘B:.ra,] Kumar: Das =do=
) Ranxt Kumat Dass do-
Ranjit Yumar Sen ;;dof.
“Ranjit. Kumar Mukherjeé _ =do~ .
D.Bandopadhyay . -do~
V_Subai Chandra NEyogt o =do~ .

R SR USSP
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=L BENCH LIST Cuntp

176, MA. 1380/35 Syam Sunder Basék(pest,Bangal) Inparson
| 177« MA. 1381/95 KFishna Kameal Chatterjee-do-  —go.
178,  MA, 1382/95 Utpal maity ~do~  -go-
179 MA. 1383/95 Sbapan Kumar Shosp ~do~  ~go-
180, - MA, 1354/95 “obinda Chandra Shosh g ~do—
181, ma, 1385/95 Anil Chandra Chatterjee- go- -do- .
1820 mMa., 1386/05 Subrata Basy ~do-  ~gp-
183.  mA. 1337/9s Hari Sadhan pebngtp ~d0~  -go- |
184, MA. 1388/95 Subrata Ghosh ~do-  -do-
185, MAe 1389/35 R.N. Mitrg . =do-  -do-
1860 - MA. 13309/g5 - KeKe Chakrabort; - I~ —go-
187..  MA. 1331/gs . Sailes Kumar Jang ~do-  ~gp=
188 ~ maA, 1332/95 . . Sankar Nath Bandopddhyay-—do- ~do-
189, MA.1;93/9.5.-_.; K.hak Choughary -do~  -go-
ST 1394/95 Sukamar Kqak. -do~  -do-
91, Mi. 1395/g5 AMarvendra Chakraborty g -dom
192, M4. 1336/95 Samnbhu N_th Malick -do- -do-
195, MA. 1%897/95 Anil K_mar Randaql -do~ —do-
194, Mi. 1398/95 Samir Kumsr Ghosh ~do-  ~go-
195, MY 1393/95 Ama- Roy Chaudhury ~do-  ~do-
1986, Ma, 1403/95 Renjit K.nti Chekraborty —gon _go.
137. “Li. 1491/g95 P;reéh Chindra pas =-do~ ~do~
" 132, N4 1402/395 Tilak Kr Ray Choudhary  _gow gy
139, fMA. 1433/95 Samir Kumer Guha ~do~ ~dqo-
e . 1494/95 S2nif Kr Mazumadar ~d- ~g-
| 20T. 4. 1405/95 Tepan Kumar Rey -4 -
ﬁi “0 2, “1A. 1408/35 KajaliKumar Basuy =~do~  ~dor=
. 203, 1. 1407/ 35 Mudhq‘Sudun Kungdu —~do~ ~3G-
SR AV 1438/95 MLt Kumar Suhs ~do-
: 205, . 1403/95 Bijit. Kumar Guha ~do~  -qo- .
206, 4. 141J/95 Prungshu Chets pas ~do=  =do-
; e MA. 1411/95 Remjit‘ Kumar Ghosh . =d0- ~go-
Y e, MA. 1412/9s Sachindra pag |  =do-  —go-
L 203, MA. 1413/95 Neni Gopel Roy ~do- - go-
Y 210. k. 1414/95 Minik Chandra Gupte  =do- <go-
l ‘ ‘i1, L. 1415/95 Jnanatosh Dhur . ~3 0= ~do-
3 212 Ma. 1416/95 Tarun Kumar'Bunerjee C. =do~ <go-
213, Mae 1417/95 Mukul Chandra pe -0~ —go=
S 2M4e g, 1418/ 35 J2tin Chandra pas ) ~do~  ~go-




B

Nikul Kr Dey Sarkar
Nirabendra Mukherjee

3
Debushdsh Dadyopadhyay
Amicabh Roy Choudhary
Sukumar Kanfl- Lel

Sunirmal Barua
Sznatan Karmarkar

Asish Kumur Bhattuocherya

Sam¢rkunti Ghash

Dipak Kumar B8asu ‘
Sotya Bruto Sangupta}
Tarkar
Mrinal Kunti Majumdar
K.K. Chekraborti

Dibyendu Labiri

Des
Akileshwar DES
Sunil Kumar Sircar

Bhzt cacharya

Prabir Chakreborti
8i jan Kumar Datta

Subir Kum«rD Mitra

Nirmal Chundra Kshy
Dipankul. MLt

T.K. Ray Choudhary

A.ie Nukhopadhyay.

‘ ﬁ&%&'«»»iiifxf-
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i 05-5-95 FULL BENCH LIST CUNTD.us

215, il 1419/95°
216, Ma. 1420/35°
210 . M4, 1421/95
218 M 1427/35
719 M. 1473/95
P20 Mi. 1424/95
T2, . 1425735
2224 da: 1426/35
223, AA. 1427/35
724, i 1423/95

‘§75. fMa. 1429/35

- 2260 JdA. 1430/35 Kanaj Lal

227 « Ma. 1431/395
278 A4, 1432/35
223, A4, 1433735
230, 4. 1434/95 _Ashok Sanyal
231, Ma. 1435/85° Sank e Pd.
232, Ai. 1436/55
233, An. 1437/95
234. L 1 438/95 . S.L.
235, Ai. 1439/95°
P36, M.A. 1443/95

237 M. 1441/35°
238, An. 1442/95
£33, KA. 1443/35

240, Mi. 1444/35

& 4. Ja. 1445/95 7
242, M. 1446/35 T.X. Goswacini

West Bangal
-do-—

—-do—

- d-

— dD-T

-do-

~30-

'~ do-

~do-

~J 0-
—~do=

—-3o—-

~do-
10—

—d O

—-do—-

-39~

- 0=

-do-
~d o~
~d o--
~do—

oYe (s

Inpzrson
-do-
O
*do;
-do-

- &

" Jio—

- do—-

- 3o

—d O~

- do—~




.
243,
244,,  mA.
245, MA..
246, A,
247 MA,.
248, M,
245, mA.
250..  mA.
251..  MA,.
252, A,
| 253,.  mA,.
L 254, MA
: 255, m,
3 256, "mA,
: 257, mA.
- 258,  MA, .
;ﬁ . ~ 259%.  Ma,.
‘ 260, A,
1 . 261.  MA,
L. 262, m,
T 263, m,
fg'@ 264, WA,
¥ 285. ma,

MA ., 1447/95 °
1448 /9§

1448 /96
1450795
1451/95
1452 /95
1453 /@5
1454 /9%
1455 /95
1456/55
1457/95
1458 /95
1459 /95

1460/95

1461/95

1462 /95

1463/95

14 44 /95
1465 /95
1468/95

'1467/95

1468 /95

1469 /95

FULL

[ T I

_BENCH LIsT CONTD.

Lot et S

C.D.jRoy

[

(Ues¢ Bangal)

Baidyanatﬁ Chaudhari .-d.—
A.S, Mazumder ~d ow-
Phani Bhushan Mukberjng —de—
Hon, Bhattacharya ~de-
R.K, Sarkar _ ~dow
D;K, Bhattacharya ~do=~
A.K. Mukhe padpyay ~do-
Chanchal Kumar R oy ~do-
Spbhas Chandra Hore ~do-
P.N, Samanto ' ~ o—
V. Ramesh Andra Rroadesh
K. Venkata Ratnan ~d o-
poB- Ré-ﬂ - "dD"'
M. Sivénadala'Hari —do-
R. .Mohan Krishna ~do-
A, Bhomick,p.s, Rathre-do-
PeSe Rathora ~do-
0.F. Khosla -dc-
C..6iva Prasac -do-
Do?n Khatri ~do-
B.Bs, Sarkhel ~do-
T.C. Thumado Meadras
K. Chandra Chusan -4o-
P.CeMs Raju 5 :gp—
P.M.S, Adiyodi fo-
KeO. "Kames Rajan ~do-
EePul. Nammiar —do-.
A. Umanatha —~do-"
C.OPOSO Rao » -d0-> ‘
MQF~. S?.ha‘ * ;-do":_—
SurBSh'Chander Kapur Dehrsdun
J:.’ c. Naran! . x -do—.
RoDa,-MiS‘:hI‘.’a' N ) "dO"f
R.K. Jain . —dg=-.
KK, ‘Rgstogi Ro o=
UOIC.' KBUI‘a "’dD"
E._‘K._l DQS‘ = _db- .
P.Cua Pandey . =do-
GuCa S8 xena s=do=
Avtar-Singh *~do-
H.S,'Nalik —dq—

S/SHRI

Inpersgn

~dge 5
~do=

~d o~
—do-
-do-
o
~o-

~Gp-

~do=-.

~do-
~do-
—do-
—do-
—do-
-do-
VeP: Sharma
~do+~
-do=-
~do<
—do-

 —do~-

~do-
~do- .
~do-
~do=
~dg=-:
~dg=
—db-
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¥29/5/95,

24680 w1148 )425:

267,

268

269,
270,
271,
272y

2730
274,
275,

276¢%

277.'

278,
279,
280.

281.

282,
283,

284.

285,

286,

287,
288,

MA ,1471/95

MA . 1472/95
MA,1473/95
MA.1474/95
MA . 1675 /95
MA 41476 /95

MA1477/95
MA .1478/95
M, 1479/95

MR ,14B0/95
MA.1461/95
MA,.1482/95
MA,1483/95
MA.1484/95

MA, 1485 /95,

MA,1486/95
MA,. 1487/95

MA,1488/95

MA.1489/95

MA.1490/95
MA,1491/95"

MA,1492/95

ru_;_sthH LIsT CONTD,

‘ "~Déhfadun

s0m pai. .8ingh ‘
BeK.S. Tamar ,_-—do-
S.C. Upadhaya =do-
N.D.Panchal -do-
P.S.Bassan -do-
K.Sopundir ~do -
H.L.Sharma ShahgaekRanpur
B.B. Roy -do-
D.M.Sharma -do~
Sayeed Afzal -do-
Se«C.Gupta —do-
.Anupau Saxena -do-
MeM,Kumar -do-
M., Khan ~-do-
D.V.Tyagil ~do-
VeK.Gupta ~dow
Zzhoor Ahamed -do~-
A.K.Singh ~-do-
K.K.Saxeng -do-
Om Sharma ~do-
Parimal Hoy &clcutta
Mihir Baran Mitra-deo-
Sudhir Chandra Roy -do-
K.P.Saraf -do-
LeN.Singh -do=-
'RoKaBaSU -dO"
LePsSharma -do-

K Sﬂmoéh:",

Prabir Kumar Nandi ~do-

s\
i
LAY

e I -

Sudhir Kumar Mukhsrjee =-do-
N.C.Sachdeva Jabalpur
S.P.Chakrabbrty —-do=-
S.K.Mukhopadhyay —do-
B.C.Chaudhary ~rlo=
J.R.Saha ~do-
N.D.Bhattacharya -do-
S.K.Roy -do—
C.L.Yadav -do -
+K.K Das -do-
KePoDey -do-
V.RySriniygean  ~do-

Ishyatr Chéndra Sharma-de-

S P,Chakraborty f?§i$$

Ve
i

S/SHRI

VeP.Sharma
—-do -
-do-
-do -
~do-
~dg-

Inperson

z'—do—

-do~-

-do-

-do-
jdo-
~do-

. _do._
. —do-

~do-
~do-

" —~do-

B.K.Bayra
Inperscn
-do-

—do-

-do-
—~do-
-do-
-do-

~do~-
~do-
Inperson

Inperson
-so-
~do-
-s0-
~do-
—do—
"'dO"
~do-

—do-

—do-

~de-

-do-

dig—-

625??
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3 29-5-g5,

289,

MA 1493 /95

FULL BENCH' LIST conTo,’

XoK. Ghosal Orissa

230,

AL 1494/95

M.C.Bhattaghajee

—do=-

S/SHRI
Inperson

—do-

291, MA.1495/95 A.K,Basy ~do~- ~dg -
E 492y MAL14S6/95 5.5, 5huk s ~do- ~do~-
; 293, PR 18S7/95 Lk .Kar ~do- ~do-
. I - N . .

ﬁf  .29é. MA.1503/95 Prabhu Dayal Singh =-do- -do-
'+ 3g0, MA.1504/.5 v, Shukla Maghya pradesh Inperson
301, MA.1505/95 5.k, Urmaliya -ao-  ~do-
il : ;
AN :
| J. s
L
o
i

294,

295,
296,
2975

298,

M
K]
e
ot il
Lo
8
4
1

MA.1498/95
MA.1499 /95

MA.1500/95

MA,1501/55

M. 1502/95

M. KeGhosh
V.S.Rajpdt
R.C.Nema
S.K.BasJ

-do--
~do-
"‘dO"
_do_

-dg-=

~-do~

_do_

L o~do=-

-do->
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~— p.\\C(\ Ay \
T A LZeRRS A A
. 3. MA- 1196/95 a) VKo Srivastave, ltarasi .S Nagu
'h) Gopal Kar, Itarasi S. Nagu
c) S.K. Mukhopadhyaya, ltargsi  Se Nagu
a) G.C. Mendal, Jabalpur 'S. Nagu
) S.K. Dikshit, Itaorasi S. Nagu
, p) Amrit Lal, Itorasi S. Nagu
J. MA=1197/95 ) 5.C. Junéja, Maharashtra 'S. Negu
_ ! b) K.G. Zacharias, ~do- .5. Nagu
C; P« Ko Biswas, -~Jdo- S. Nagu
d) M- Vo Desdri’ —do'- S. Nagu
ab e) Mandar ROy, ~do- S. Nagu
le‘yq £) Ae.K. Baradhan, Nadpurl 5. Nagu
1 MA—1198/95 © ggwaru Ram, Kanpur - —do-
i MA=1199/95 Spamim UL Hasan, flurad=nagar Inperson
SR Ma-1203/85 Kulwant Ral Sharma, ~do- ~Go-
: 0N
‘} 4 MmaA-1201/95 suresh Chandra, -do- Lo~
5 MA=1203/95 R.K. Pandey, Kanpur 5 o~Noap
C. ma-1204/95 R.Ka Mehts, Dehradun ~do-
7.MA-1205/95 5. Shashi Dharena, ~do- -40-
& MA-1206/95 pritam Singh, Kanpul —~dn-
. 9 MA-1207/95 Shrinath Jba, Meeres ~do-
(6. MA-1208/95 akhilesh Chandra, Maharzshtra  =do-
(- ma-1209/95 Rajender Rail, Kenpur ' ~d0o=
(2. MA-1213/95 A. Gangopadhyay, J2balpul ~-do-
/3-Ma-1211/95 33 sheshwar Singh, Dehradun -0~
(bt ma~1212/85 Co.Pe S1Ngily Dehradun -do-
(5-Mma-1213/95 %. S. Singh, Kanpur -do-
(C- MaA=1214/95 D.K. Sharma, —do- - —do-
(V. MA=1215/95 © a.K. Abraham, Tiruchi ' —~do-
(S MAa-1216/35 3. Alem, Dehradun ~do-
EE '9.11A=1217/35 G.K. CGarg, —do- ~do-
‘3’- 20MA-1218/35 A, Ramasuamy, —=do- -Jdo-
Y 21 MA-1219/95 Y.&. Mathur, -do- -3o-
292. MA-1220/95 p-M.VUatal, Kanpur ~Ao-
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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNA..2 PRINCIPAL.BENCH

: o . ," New Delhi this the 22hd Day of Deéember, 1995,

\ N >

Hon'ble Sh. N.V. Krishnan, Acting Chairman -
Hon'ble Sh. A.V. Haridasan, Vice-Chairman (J)
Hon'ble Smt. Lakshmi Swaminathan, Member (J).

1. 0A NO. 2601/94

1. . .8h. A.K. Mukhaopadhaya,
S | S/0 Sh. K.B., Mukherje.

i 2. . Sh. Nikhil Sarkar,
' ' - S/o Late Sh. T.D. Sarkar. .-

3. Sh. B.P. Pathak,
S/0 Late Sh. Haridwar‘Pathak.

j ’ . 4" Sh- R)M‘ pandey,‘ K
g ‘ ‘ 5/0 Sh. Gopi Krishan Pandey.

5. Sh. K.K. Dubey, .
. S/0 Late Sh. C. Dubey. couApplicants

(A1l working as Chargeman Grade-I in
" Grey Iron Foundary, Jabalpur)

L o (By Advocates Sh. Y.K. Tankha & Sh. K.Dutta)

. ‘ ‘ o  Versus

1. General Manager,
Grey Iron Foundary,
Jabalpur. .

P S 2 General- Manager,

‘ ' \ Vehicle Factory,

Jabalpur.,

3. Chairman/Director General,
Ordnance Factory Board,
10-A, Auckland,
Ca]cutta—l.

.o Reepondents.

(By Sh. Ramesh Darda, Additional Standing Counse]

o with Mrs. Raj Kumari Chopra and Sh ¥.8.R. Krishna,
. : Advocates)

e * - . 2. 0A No.2589/94
x 1. “sh. D.Lokhande, |

S/ ORgRRE
o \-" "ﬁ“wl \}‘d“ﬁtw )

o T s, viAT “othe, |
. S S767Sh. a.8. Bothe.
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-

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15,

16.

.ml,,
I

S/0

Sh.
5/a

Sh.
S/o

Sh.
S/a

Sh.
$/0

5h.
S/o

sh.
S/0

ﬁ;h .
S/0

sh.
S/0

Sh.
8/0

5h.
S/a

Sh.
D/o

{

CIR‘ Ra)’a
Tate Sh. H.C. Ray.

S.L. Gehani,
late G.H. Gehani.

M.K. Gupta,
Sh. R.L, Gupta.

D.W. Chouhan,
late Sh. W.D. Chouhan.

C.M. Talwar,
Sh. R.S. Taluwar.

R.K. Parwar.
Sh. J.D. Paruar.

K.M. Chaturvedi,

late Sh. K.L. Chaturvedi.

R.D. Pillail,
Sh. M.S. Pillai.

K.K. Rajoria,
Tate J.K. Rajoria.

0.P. Garg,
tTate Sh. K.P. Garg.

M.S. Ahluwalia,
late Dr. Nirmal Singh.

D.N. Savita,
Sh, P.L. Savita.

- C/o 8h. 0.P. Garg, 2210,

. balpur (WP)

(By Advo .te Sh. S. Nagu)

L.

Versus

in of India through

Truetary, -
M istry of Defence,

e
b

.
ti

LUy

Delhi.

rman,

ance Factory Board,

, Auckland Road,

Lainutta.

General Manager,
Ordnance Factory,
Khamaria,
Jabalpur (MP).

(By Advocate Sh. B. D'silva)

.. Applicants

Wright Town,

««++Respondents



: —
T 3. 0A No.82/95

1. Sh. $.C. Arora,
S/0 late Sh, Brij Lal Arora,‘
Foreman Tennary Scctis
D.E.F. Kanpur,
v R/0 193, N Block,
. Kidwai Nagar, o ' o
-Kanpur. Co

2. . Sh. V.S. Pardal,
/0 ‘Tate. Sh. Sardar1 Lal Parda]
\ RB/o 3/12, Defence Co]ony,
LT Shanti Nagar,
Kanpur.

(By Advocate 'Sh. §. Nagu)
Vgréus

1. Union of India through
Secretary, Ministry .of
Defence (Deptt. of Defence
Production),

New Delhi.

2. The Chairman,

: Ordnance Factory Board,
10-A, Auckland Roady
Calcutta.

.
wr .
£ s

3. The Additianal Director General,
- 'Ordnance Factories,
0.E.F. Hgrs,.

6.T. Road, o o
Kanpur.
4, The General Manager,
- Ordnance Equipment Factory, - ‘
Kanpur. A ...Respondents

(By Advocate Mrs. Raj Kumari;Chopra)

4. 0A No.14/95 \/

' 1. Sh. T.Satyanarayana,

oA ’ Asstt. Foreman (T)/{Mech),

Ordnance Factory,
Yeddumailaram,'
Medak.

(Bv Advocate Sh. G. Parameshwara Rao, though hone
appeared) -

Versus.

/.m«ﬁJhe Union of India rep. by

mamdde~gecretary,

'anveMynwstnx of Defence,
Ned%beﬂh1

Th Chéyiman,
.Orﬁnan & Factory Board,
10+ Af %Auckland Road,
gCa1cutta.




‘_4’,~

3. The General Manager,
Qi nance Factory Project,
Yewdumailaranm,

Medak. ...Respondents;-'

(By Advocate Mrs. Raj Kumari Chopra)

5. 0A No.15/9%

Sh. Gangadharappa,

Asstt. Foreman (T)/Mech,

Ordnance Factory,

Yeddumaitaram, .
Medak. «..Applicant

(By Advocate Sh. G. Parameshwara Rao, though none
appeared) :

Versus

1. The Union of India rep. by
its Secretary,
Ministry of Defence,
New Delhi,

2. The Chairman,
Ordnance Factory Board,
10-A, Auckland Road,
Catlcutta.

3. The General Manager,
Ordnance Factory Project,
Yeddumailaram,
Medak. .. Respondents

(By Advocate Mrs. Raj Kumari Chopra)

6. 0A No.80/95

Shri  Mikir Kumar Chatterji,

son of late Ashutesh Chatterji,

R/o Dutta Para, P.0. Santipur,

Distt. Nadia,

West Bengal. Bpplicant

(By Advoczte Sh. P.K. Munsi, though none appeared)
- Versus

1. _Union of India through the
Secretary,
Ministry of Defence,
Gevt. of India,
Mew Delhi.

2. Chairman,
Ordnance Factory Board,
10-A, Auckland Road,
Calcutta.



R

. General Manager,

Rifle Factory,
Ichapore,

pP.0. Ishapore,
Nawabganj, Distt.2¢,.
Parganas(North).

(By Advocate Sh. V.S.R. Krishna)

7. 0A N0.2596/94

Sh. S.K. Narain

s/0 Sh. R.K. Narain,
Asstt. Foreman, V.P.P.
Vehicle Factory,
Jabalpur.

sh. A.R. Pal,
s/o0 Sh. A.K. Pal,
Asstt. Foreman,
Standard Office,
Vehicle Factor,
Jabalpur.

sh. K.K. Gupta, °
/0 Sh. B.D. Gupta,
Asstt. Foreman,
S.ELA.,

Vehicle Factory,
Jabalpur.

sh, D. Majumdar,

S/0 Sh. B.B. Majumdar,
Asstt. Fareman,

QAT,

Vehic¢le Factory,

© Jabalpur.

Sh. H.K. Bhattacharya,
S/o Sh. D.K. Bhattacharya,

 Asstt. Foreman, F&P,
CGrdnance Factory,

Khamaria,
Jabalpur.

Sh, H.K. Dutta,

5/0 Sh. A.K. Dutta,
Asstt. Foreman,
Cab,

Veh1cle Factory,
Jabalpur.

Sh. B.K. Chakraborty,
$/o Sh. J.C. Chakraborty,
Asstt. Foreman, F-1,

didnance Factory,

vt A.gw.,sam-ii

% QFdra
Lm’Khamarwa,
;- Jabalpur.

o gﬁﬁﬁzﬁar1a, Jabalpu\
- éﬁﬁwe Frip

Shéaﬁaxman Prasad,

S/OvShﬁgRama Prasad,

AsﬁttﬁfForeman F-1,
ce Factory,

.. .Respondents




10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

1

—-—(,...
Sh. Sudarshan $ingh.
S/0 Sh. Subedar Singh,
Asstt. Foreman F-4,

Ordnance Factory,

Khamaria,
Jabalpur,

Sh. M.K.Shukla,

S/¢ Sh. K.K. Shukla,
Assit., Foreman R&E,
Vehicle Factory,
Jabalpur.

Sh. J .».8. Badwal,

S/c late Sh. Harjinder Singh,
Asstt. “oreman, R&E,

Gun Carriage Factory,
Jabalpur,

Sh. D.N. Singh,

S/0 8h. S.N. Singh,
Asstt. Foreman,
T.R. II,

Vehicle Factory,
Jabalpur,

Sh. Kishanlal,

S/0 Sh. Atma Ram,
Asstt. Foreman, ETP,
Vehicle Factory,
Jabalgur.

Sh. §.K. si1,

§/0 Sh. N. 8171,
Asstt. Foreman, G.S.
Vehicle Factory,
Jahalpur,

Sh. M.F.S. Saini,

S/a Sh. G.S. Saini,
Asstt. Foreman, B.(Q.
Gun Carriage Factary,
Jabalpur.

(By Advucate Sh. S, Paul)

a2

Versus

Union of India through
the Secretary,
Hinistry of Defence,
Govt. of India,

New Delhi.

Chairman,
0.F.B., 10~4&, Auckland Road,
Calcurta,

General Manager,
0.F. Knamaria,
Jabalpur.

General Manager,
¥zhicle Factory,
Jabalpur,

<o hpplicants

5o



‘B.M.'Chatufvedﬁ,

5. General Manager,
Gun Carriage Factory,

Jabalpur. . o ...Respondents.

(By advocate Sﬁ. Satish Chander Shérma)t .
8. 0A No.61/95

R/0 Q.Na. Class VII/2-4,
Ordnance Estate, . :
tmbernath. , . .. hpplicant

(By Advocate Sh. S. Nagu) .
Versus

1. Union of India
through Secretary,
Govt. of India;
" Ministry of Defence Productwon,'
North Block, _
New Delhi.

2. The Chairman,

0.F.B. 10-4, Auck\and Road,
Calcutta.

3. The General Managér, S
0.F. Ambernath. ' . ..Respondents

(By Advocate Mrs. Raj Kumari Chopra)

9. 0A No.654/95

1. sh. Virendra Kumar, : B
s/0 Sh. Krishna Prasad, ‘
' Asstt. Foreman, 0.F.
Chanda.

2. Sh. M.L. ChokHani, .
S/o late Sh. C.L. Chokhani,
Asstt. Foreman, O.F.
Chanda.

Sh. A.N. Sharma,

/0 Sh. B.N. Sharma,

Asstt. Foreman, '
0.F. Chanda. :

P N
.

'

4. bh B.S. Uppal,
5/0 oh Meharsingh UppaW
Asstt. Foreman, 0.F. L
Chanda. . ' . . .ohpplicants

(By Advocate Sh. S. Nagu, though none appeared)
Yersus -

1. Union of India through
Secretary, Ministry of
. Defence Production.
Govt. of India,
New Delhi.




—-¥’

2. Ordnance Factory Board.
10-4, Auckland Read,
Calcutta, through its
Chairman. h

3. General Manager,
Ordnance Factory,
Chanda, Distt. Chandrapur.
(Maharashtra) .«.Respondents

(By fdvocate Sh. Ramesh Darda)

10. 0A No.84/95

1. Sh. Hansraj Tuneja,
$/0 Sh. Thakur Das,
R/o 73/2, Shastri Nagar,
Kanpur,

2. Sh. Vishwa Nath Pandey,
S/¢ late Sh. C.K. Pandey,
R/0 48, Kailash Mandir,
Kanpu:.

3. Sh. S.K. Daswal,
S/0 Sh. M.R. Daswal,
Asstt. Foreman in Field
Gun Factary, Kanpur. +aoBpplicants

(By Advocate Sh. H.S. Parihar)
Versus

1. Union of India, through
the Secretary,
Ministry of Defence,
Department of Defence Production,
New Delhi.

2. The Chairman (Sri K. Dwarika Nath),
0.F.B,
10-A, Auckland Road,
Calcutta,

3. The General Manager,
small Arms Factory,
Kalpi Road,

Kanpur.
4, The General Manager,
Ordnance Equipment Factory,
Kanpur.,
5. The General Manager,
Field Gun Factory,
Kanpur. «..Respondents

(By Advocate Sh. R.M. Bagai)



.__7L,

11. 0A No.83/95

Sh. M.P. Singh,

§/0 Sh. Ram Palat Singh,
Foreman Small Arme Factory
Kanpur.

Sh. Bhulairam, -

. §/0 Sh. Ram Sahai, . '
Foreman, Small Arms Factory,

Kanpur.

Sh. Dina Nath Ram,
S8/0 Sh. Ram Dayal,
Foreman,

Ordnance Factory,

Kanpur. ‘ '

Sh. A.Q. Khan,

S/0 Mohd. Hayat Khan,
Foreman, Small Arms Factory,
Kanpur.

Sh, Manchar Lal,

8/0 Sh., Hazari Lal

Fareman, Small Arms Factory,
Kanpur.

Sh. Prakash Chandra,

S/c Sh. Mangha Ram,

Foreman, Small Arms Factory,
Kanpur.

Sh. Mahabir Thakur,

S/0 Sh. Keshav Thakur,
Foreman, Small Arms Factory,
Kanpur.

" Sh. M.L. Devnani, .
Foreman, Small Arms Factory,, '
_-Kanpur.' _...Applicants

\

(By Advocate Sh. H.S. Parihar)
.Versus

1. Union of India, through
the Secretary, »
Ministry of Defence, :
Department of Defence Production,

New Delhi.
2. The Chairman (Sri K. Dwarwka Nath)
' 0.F.B.
10-4, Auckland Road,
\Ca1cutta.
3. »»THe General Manager,

Sma11 Arms Factory,

: ‘Ka]pl Road, Kanpur.
:&‘3“'“ ~ian

\
o

I Ordnance4Equ1pment Factory, o
Ty Vanpur. ...Respondents

‘fﬂ%By‘Advoggte Sh, R.M. Bagai)




—_r —
12. DA No.2671/92

Sh. R.K. Chattaraj,

S§/¢ late Sh. H.K. Chattaraj,

" Chargeman Grade-I,

O0ffice of the Ordnance Factory

Projesct, Yeddumallaram,

Medak. ...Applicant

(By Advocate Sh. Y.B. Phadnis)
Versus

1. Chairman,
Ordnance Factory Board,
10-A, Auckland,
Calcutta.

2. The General Manager,
Ordnarce Factory Prajsct,
Yeddumallaram,
Medak Distt. .. .Respondents

{By Advocate Mrs. Raj Kumari Chopra)

13. QA No.2151/93

1. Subra Kumar Roy,
S/0 late S.C. Roy,
R/o Pgst Office Sham Nagar,
Village Basudevpore, ‘
Distt.24, Paraganas (North)
West Benga1

[
.

Sh. Di,ip Kumar Nandi,
§/0 late A.P. Nandi,

R/0 Q. No. F.I.T.-19/5
(E) Nerth Land Estate,
P.0. Ichapore,

Nawahganj,

Distt.24, Parganas North,
West Bengal.

3. Sh. Syamlal Kumar Ghosh,
/0 late N.G. Ghash,
R/o 14-8B, Nando Mitra Lane,
Tollvgunge, Calcutta.

4. $h. Sushil Chandra Dam,
3/0 ltate Sh, Suresh Chandra Dam,
R/c¢ Ishapore,
Manicktalla,
P.0. Ishapore,
Nawabganj, Distt.24,
Parganas (North),
West Bengal,

5. Sh. Hriday Ranjan Dass,
$/c late D.C. Dass,
R/o Q. NOWLF.T.14/2 (W),
North Land Estate,
P.0. Ishapore,




‘ \ s : . .
. o ’ el , N ‘
' Nawabganj, Distt.24, \ -
Parganas {North)s
Pin-743144. R

6. sh. Dilip Kumar Chaudhury,
s/0 late Sh. P.K. ChEutalry s
R/oc Matpara, Ishapore,
24 Parganas (North),

West Bengal.

7. Sh. Tushar Kant? ‘Bhattacharya,
.5/o late Sh. A. Bhattachaiya,
R/0 B-11/174, P.0. Kalyani, !
Distt. Nadia,
West Bengal.

8. Sh. Sunil Kanti Ghosh,
S/a late Sudhir Kumar Ghosh.
R/c 42, Middle Road,’
Anandapuri, Barrackpore,
Post Nona-Chandanpukar,
Distt. 24 Parganas (N),
West Bengal. .

9. -~ Sh. Subimal Chandra Léha,‘
$/o Sh. B.D. Laha, ‘
R/o 47-B, S.N, Baner jee Road,

- © Calcutta.

10. Sh. Bidhu Bhushan Debnath,
’ §/0. late L.N. Debnath, ,
R/0 2, Bhalanath Nath Street,
- Baranagart, .
~ Calcutta.

. |
11. sh. Bhaskardeb Banerjee,
S/0 late §. Banerjee, °
R/o V. & P.0. Arjunpur,
Distt. 24 Parganas,
West Bengal.,

12. - Sh. Jyotirmoy Sarker,
s/0 Sh.-J.N. Sarker,
R/0 ¥illage Sakti Pur,
B.C. Sen Road,
. P.0. Agarpara, ) :
> Distt. 24, Parganas (North),

& ) ' West Bengal.
- _ 13. sh. BiﬁaW.Kumar Mukher jee,

~ S/o late sh. T.C. Mukherjee,
o Rio 8, Ashwani Dutta Road,
.j_gglcutta.' ' '

N YR
Sh. Kafuéamay Chatterjee,
2 8/0 Jatejsh. K.C. Chatterjee,
" _R/0768/5, Nainan Para Lane,
7 Caleutta-36. '

SR Anil Kumar Das, o -
S/o late A.C. Das, . '

R/0 140726, Netaji Subhiash Chandra

Bose Road, P.0. Regent Park,. o o
b Tolligunge, 1 - B . ‘ ,
Calcutta.




16. Nirmal Chandra Ghosh,
20 Yipmel, thandra Ghosh.

Rfo 59/1, Chatterjee Para Lane,
Howrah~1, Calcutta.

17. Sh. d4.C. Bose,
S/a Late Sh. H.L. Bose,
R/0 Adarshapalli,
P.0. Balaram Dharmasopal,
Khardaha, Distt. 24 Parganas
(North), West Bengal.

18. Sh. Sukder Ghosh,
§/¢ late Sh. §.K. Ghosh,
R/o0 66, Debinibas Road,
Dumdum,
Calecutta. .o Applicants

(By Advocate Sh. Y.B. Phadnis)
Versus

1. Union of India through
the Secretary, Ministry
of Defence Production
and Suppliegs, '
South Block,

New Delhi.

2. The Chairman,
0.F.B.
10-A Auckland Road,
Calcutta.

3. The General Manager,
Rifle Factary,
Ichapore, 24 Parganas,
West Bengal.

4. The General Manager,
QOrdnance Factory,
Amajhari, Nagpur.

5. The General Manager,
Gun and Shell Factory,
Cossipore,

Ca’ wtta.
6. The General Manager,

Metal and Steel Factory,
Ischapore, Distt. 24 Paragnas,
West Bengal. ...Respondents

(By Advacate Mrs. Raj Kumar Chopra)

14. 0A No,.2534/94

1. Sh. Tapan Kumar Chatterjee,
San of Sh, Bhabanich Chatterjee,
R/o Q.No.3046/111,
New Colony, G.C. Factory Este,
Jabalpur. (M.P.)



2. Sh. Arun Kumar Banerjee,
- son of S.N. Banerjee,

R/0 Q.No.2/6/111,
West Land Khameria,
Jabaipur.

Sh. D. Sinha,

Son aof late P.C. Sinha,
Asstt/ Foreman, PV Section.
Grey Lron Foundry, Jabalpur.

(%8
.

4. Sh. U.K. Mukherjee,
son of Sh. S.N. Mukheriee,
R/o Q.No.3/5, Type IlI,
West Land, Khamaria,
Jabalpur, ...8pplicants

(8y Advacate Sh. K. Dutta)
Versus
1. Union of India through

the Chairman,
0.F.B., 10~-A, #uckland Road,

Calcutta.
2. The General Manager, .
4 Gun Carriage Factory,

Jabalpur (MP),

3. The General Manager,
Ordnance Factory, Khameria,
Jabalpur (MP).

4, The General Manager,
Grey Iron Foundry,
Jabalpur (MP).

5. Sh. AK. Sur,
Asstt. Foreman,
Section V.¥.,G.C, Factory,
Jabalpur.

6. Sh. D.Karmakar,
Asstt. Foreman,
Section A-7, Ordnance Factaory,
, Khameria, Jabalpur.

7. Sh. N.K. Dutta Gupta,
Asstt. Foreman,
Vehicle Factory,
 pen.  Jabalpur. : - ...Respondents.
,k't A e
4?§$%~‘h " (Respondents 1-4 by Advocate Sh. S.C. Sharma)
&F o (None for respandents 586.) '

. {Respondent No.7 through Sh. Shyam Moorjani).

15. 0A No.63/95

1. Sh. Subhash Chandra Sarkar,
Son of Sh. §. Sarkar,
Per No.887114, . ,
Asstt. Foreman Technical SMS.



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

4 -
Sh. Rathindra Nath,

San af late Sati Lal Chakraborty,

Per No.887131,
AF./C.C. SAQP,

8h. Pradyot Kumar Mitra,
£/¢ late Sh. R.G. Mitra,
Por No. 387122, ALFL/MUM.

3h. VLB, Saxena,
§/0 Sh. S.B. Saxena,
Asstt. Faoreman/Works Qffice.

Sh., Swadesh Chandra Basu, .
S/0 K.C. Basu,

P. No.B87133

Asstt. Foreman/M.M.

sh. Mrinal Kanti
/0 Sh. N.K. Sen,
P. No.887164,
Asstt. Foreman/SMS

sh. 6.V.R. Rao,

5/a G.Sambamuri,

P, No.887196,
Asstt. Foreman/MIG.

Sudesh Kumar Batra,
S/0 J.K. Batra,

P. No.8871189,
Asstt. Foreman/SMS,

Sh. R.N. Sarkar,

$/a sh. A.N. Sarkar,
P. N0.887190,

Asstt. Foreman/SFS.

Sh. A.S. Bhalerao,

s/0 Sh. S§.D. Bhalerao,
P. No.887192,

Asstt. Foreman/EQ.

Sh. K.V.$. Prabhakar,
/a0 K.B. Dixitulu,

P. No.867202,

Asstt. Fareman Marketing
Section.

Sh. S.N. Nair,

/0 Sh. A.N. Neir,

P. No.815057,

Asstt. Foreman Tool Room.

Sh. Amareswar Sarkar,
$/0 Tate H.C. Sarkar,
P. NO.887228,

Asstt. Foreman/SMS.

Sh. Sarup Singh,
5/0 Mohinder Singh,
P. No.834536,
Asstt. Foreman/MM.

(A11 1-14 working at Ordnance
Anbajhari, Tehsil and Distt.

Factary,
Nagpur) .
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15. Sh. Shyam Narayanan Prasad,
§/0 Shankar Mistry,
P. No.894585,
Asstt. Foreman/Unit-VI,
Ordnance Factory,
Chandrapur,
Tehsil and Distt. Chandrapur ...Applicants.

(By Advocate Sh. A.B. Oka, though none appeared)
Versus

1. Union of India through
pefence Production Secretary,
Ministry of Defence,

New Delhi.

2. 0.F.B., 10-4, puckland Road,
Calcutta through its Chairman/
Director General.

3. General Manager, Ordnance
Factory, Ambajhari,
Yehhsil and Distt. Nagpur.

4, General Managar,
Ordnance Factory,
Chanda, Distt Chandrapur
(Maharashtra). . . .Respandents

(By Advocate Sh. Ramesh Darda)

16. 0A No.14311/395

Abhilas Basak,

S/0 Sh. Satyanarayan,

Asstt. Foreman (T),

(Mech.) employed in

the Fuze Shop of Ordnance

Factary, Ambajhari,

R/o Flat No.405,

Shree Dutt Complex,

Dattawari Nagpur. ...Applicant

(By Advocate Sh. S. Nagu)

Yersus

Union ofnlﬁdga through the

secretary, Défence Production.
Ministry of Defence,

Deptt. of Qrdnance Factory,
south Block, New Delhi.

Chairman, 0.F.B.

“ and Director General

Ordnance Factories,
10-A, Auckland Road,
Calcutta.

General Manager,
Ordnance Factory,
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Ambajhari, Defence Project,
Ambajhari, Nagpur. .« .Respondents.

(By Advocate K-s. Raj Kumari Chopra)

17, 0A Na.76/95

Prabir rumess #ajunder,

§/0 Sh. K.¥, Majumder,

R/7o A-4/32, A Block,

P.0. Kalyani,

Distt. Nadia. . Applicant

(By Advocate Sh. S. Nagu)
VYersus
1. Union of India through
Secretary, Ministry of

Defence, Deptt. of Defence
Production, New Delhi.

2. Chairman, D.G.O.F. ‘
0.F.B. 10-A, Auckland Road,
Calcutta.

3. Dy. Director General,

Ordnance Factory/N.G.
10-4, Auckland Road,
Calcutta. - . ...Respondents.

(By Advocate Sh. S.C. Sharma)-

18. 0A No.2593/94

1. Sh. Chet Ram Verma,
5/0 Lanka Mali,
R/o Plot No.700,
Shakti Nagar,
Gupteshwar,
Jabalpur (M.P.)

2. Sh. M.P. Gupta,
R/a Agrahari Complex,
Hanuman Ganj,
Dr. Garg ke Samne,
Ratni (HP). ...Bpplicants

(By Advocate Sh. §. Nagu)
Versus

1. Union of India through
Secretary, Ministry of Defence,
Deptt of Defence Production and
Supply, South Black,
MNew Deihi.

2. Chairman and Director General,
0.F.B. 10-A, Auckland Road,
Calcutta.
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3. General Manager,

Grey Iren Foundry,
Jabalpur.

4, General Manager,
Ordnance Factory, .
Katni (MP). ...Respondents

(By Adveocate Sh. B. D'silva)

19. 0A No. 294/90

Sh. R.H. Singh,

$/0 Sh. V.B. Singh,

R/o P‘67/15 g

OQrdnance Factory Estate,

Dehradun. ...applicant

(By Advacate Sh. D.S. Garg)
Versus

1. Union of India through the
Secretary, Ministry of
pefence South Block,

New Delhi.

2. Chairman,
0.F.B.(A) (NG,
10-A, Auckland Road,
Calcutta.

3. General Manager,
Ordnance Factory,
Dehradun. ...Respondents

(By Advocate Mrs, Raj Kumari Chopra)

20. 0A Ng.292/90

K.B. Mehta,

§/0 . C.L. Mehta,

R/O Qﬁ*68/1s

Ordnance Factory Estate,
Dehr adun.

(By Advocate Sh. D.S. Garg)
Versus

1. Union of India through




3. . General Manager,
" Electronics Factory,
Dehradun. ... Respondents

( By Advocate Smt. Raj Kumari Chopra)

21. 0.A. No. 326/90

oML Traveds

5/0 G. k. Trivedi,

R/0C~71/9, New Type-IlI,

Ord. Factory Estate,

Dehradun. . ... Applicant

( By Shri D. S. Gard, Advacate )
Versus

1. Unjon of India through
Secretary, Ministry of
Defence, South Block,
New Delhi.

2. Chairman,
Ordnance Factory Board (A) (NG),
10-4, Auckland Road,
Calcutta.

3. General Manager,
Ordnance Factory,
Dehradun. ... Respondents

( By Smt. Rajkumari Chopra, Advocate )

22. 0.A. No. 2588/94

1. Rz jkumar Ramkishore Pashine
$/0 R. K. Pashine,
R/0 Type-I11, 38/4,
Fast Land, Khamaria,
Distt. Jabalpur.

2. Murli Manohar Srivastava
S/0 5. R. Srivastava,
R/0 West Land, 0.F.K.,
Jabalpur (MP).

Uday Chand Bagchi

/0 D. P. Bagchi,

R/0 Bengali Colony, Ranghi,
Jabalpur (MP).

L3
-

4. Smt. Meena V. Soni
W/0 8. L. Soni,
Chargeman-11,

Saket Nagar, Ranghi,
Jabalpur (MP).

5. Shyamal Kumar Mitra
$/0 P. K, Mitra,
R/0 Type-11, 3/1,
East Land, Khamaria,
Jabalpur (MP).



10.

phimral Ahuga,
. §/0 R. L. Ahuja,
‘R/0 1843/1, Azad Nagar,

Ranghi, Jabalpur.

dshok Kumar Parwani
s/0 M. R. Parwani,
R/0 Opp. Radha Krishna Mandi«

- Ranghi, Jabalpur.

Napach Kumar Arya

s/0 L. N. Arya,
R/0 1870, Azad Nagar, Ranghi,
Jabalpur.

Harish Chandra Shrivastava¥
$/0 K.B.L. Shrivastava.

R/0 13/12 H-Type, East Land,
Khamaria, Jabalpur.

Smt. Sheela Srivastava
W/0 M. L. Srivastava,
R/0 395/1, Sheetlamai,

East Ghamapur,
Jabalpur. ven

{ By Advbcate Shri S. Nagu )

Versus

Union of India through
secretary, Ministry of
pefence Production,

Govt. of India, New Delhi.

Director General,
Crdnance Factory @
Now Chairman, O.F.B.,
10-A, Auckland Road,
Calcutta.

-4

Applicants

General Manager, -~

Ordnance Factory,
Khamaria,
Distt. Jabalpur (MP). ...

( By Advocate Shri B. D'silva )

23. 0.A. No, 2595/94

Regpondents

A. N. Mukherjee
$/0 G. N. Mukheriee,

Mgst Land,

6 N
7 K. ;, advocate )
Pl
w? T Versus
g it

Applicant



1. Unien eof India through
threuga the Chairman
Ordnance Factory Board,
10-8, acckland Raad,
Caleutts,

2. General Manager,
Ordnance Factory, Khamaria,
Khavzariz. Jahalpur.

3. V. Chandrz, Offg. Foreman (Mech?),

Lodite Facrory, L
Aruvarkadu. eos Respondents

( Respondents 1 & 2 by Shri B. D'silva, Adv.
Respondent No.3 by Shri S. Paul, Advocate )

24, 0.A. No., 2669/92

Kripal Singh $/0 Babu Ram Singh,

Chargeman-1, Drawing 0ffice,

Ordnance Cable Factory,

Chandigarh. .o+ Applicant

( By Shri N. K. Aggarwal with Shri S. Nagu,
Advocates )

Versus

1. Union of India through
' Secretary, Ministry of
Defence Production,
Govt. of India,
New Delhi.

2. Secretary, 0.F.B..
10-A, Auckland Road,
Calcutta.
3. General Manager,
Ordnance Cable Factory, :
Chandigarh. ‘e Respondents

( By Advocate Smt. Rajkumari Chopra)

25, 0.A. No. 2590/94

Samar Kanti Ghosh

S/0 B. M. Ghosh,

R/0 Qr. Mo. 3396, Sector-2,

VF) Estate, Jabalpur. ‘e Applicant

{ By Shri §. Paul, Advocate )
Versus
1. Union of India through
its Secretary, Ministry
of Defence, New Delhi.
2. Chairman, Q.F.B.,

10~-4, Auckland Road, ,
Calcutta. :




3. General Manager,
Grey Iron Foundry,
Jabalpur.

4, H. D. Sitha,

Asstt. Foreman (Mech),
Grey Iron Foundry,

Jabalpur. ... Respondents

( By Shri B. D'silva, Advocate )

26. 0.A. No. 81/1995

1. D. Pal §/0 D. P. Pal,
R/Q 4-9/226, P.O. Kalyani,
Distt. Nadia.

2. R. P, Chandrasekharan
s/0 D. R. Pillai,
R/Q 8/7, Cordite Factory Estate,
Aruvankadu, Nilgiris,
Tamilnadu.

3. C. K. Balachandran
$/0 Karunakaran Nair.
R/0 12/1, Type-IV Quarter,
Ordnance Factory, Bhandra,
pP.0. Jawahar Nagar.

4, D. C. Goyal §/0 I, C. Gayal,
R/0 42017, New Type-IV,
P.0. Badmar, Orrisa.

5. M. A. Ramankutty
s/0 P. Krishna Kutty Nair,
Qr. No. 333/2, Cordite Factory
Estate, Aruvankadu, Nilgiris,
Tamil Nadu.

6. Man Mohan Singh
5/0 Gurbax Singh,
R/0 2035, Kothi, Sector 21/C,

‘chandigarh. ... Applicants.

( By Shri B. §. Mainee, Advocate )
Versus

1. Union of India through
secretary to Govt. of India,
Ministry of Defence,

Deptt. of Defence Production
& Supplies, New Delhi.

2. Director General,

,yqagsxégﬂggﬂsgée Factories-cum-
- o Chairman, Q0.F.B,

E TRV Ol Auckland Road,

LRt

£ ? ¢
rs. %aikgﬁ%rﬁ Chopra, Advocate )

L

Calcg} 5 . Respondents
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27, 0.4, No.172/95

1. A.S.rn vduhasmoorthy
2. KR, Tniruzeanan

3. S Karrin

4, M.37varawan

Porireing gt Chargeman II (Tech)
- wiaiiicies Factory, Avadi,
; ...Applicants

(By Advocmtz M/s Pau’ and Paul)
Versus

1. General Manager,
Heavy Vehicles Factory,
Avadi, Madras.

2. Unian of India through
D.G.0.F./Chairman,
O.F.B.a 10"{6!9
AuckTand Road, Calcutta.

3. A. Babu Rao.

4. K.Pannezrselvam

5. M.K. Manuel

6. »A.K. Annapoorani

7. Millan Kumar Mitra
8. R. Ramamurthy

9. T.J. Vasantha

10. Dinesh Kumar Sharma

11. M. Indramma

12. T.V. Vijaykumar

13. S. Ravi

14. S. Shanmugam (Non-Technical)

(811 working as Chargeman Grade I (Non-Tech)
H.V.F. Avadi, Madras.

15. K. Damodharan (Tech)
16. ¥. Kannan (Tech)
17. P. Manoharan (Tech)

(15-17 working as Chargeman II Tech.
H.¥.F. Madras)

18. A. Thyagarajan
19. A. Poonappan Pillajd

20. K. Suseelakumari
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21, P.N. Ramanathan

(A11 working as Chargeman Grade-I
non-Tech, HVF, Madras) ...Respondents

(By Advacate Mrs. Raj Kumari Chapra)

28. 0A No.2602/94

Haridas Singh Kanwara,

S/0 sh. P.N. Kanwara,

Chargeman Grade-I,

Preject Qffice.

Drdnance Factory,

Khamaria, Jabalpur. «Bpplicant

(By Advocate Sh. S.C. Chaturvedi)
VYersus

1. Union of India through
Secretary, Ministry of
Defence Production,
Govt. of India,

New Delhi.

2. Chairman,
0.F.B.,
6, Esplanade East
Calcutta.

3. Member, Personnel,
0.F.B.
44, Park Street,
Calcutta.

4. Secretary, 0.F.B.,
6, Esplanade East,
Calcutta.

5. General Manager,
. Ordnance Factory,
Khamaria,
Jabalpur. .. .Respondents

(By Advocate Sh. B. D'silva)

29. 0A No.B854/95

Asit Kumar Hazara,
S/0 Sh. N.N. Hazara.
R/0 Q.No.37/7, Type-111
Ordngnqg Factory Estate,
,R 1pa7 : n. ...Applicant

!;4

ff-v.‘

(By~ﬁgwpcatémﬁh ‘kwbutta)

} la E;
A

Versus
'z,.ﬂ A

'~~Union of Ind1a through
Secretary, Ministry of
Defence, Central Sectt.,
G Block (0.F. Cell),

New Delhi.



2. Chairrzn, Q.F.H.

10-4. awckland Rd.,

Calcutis :
3. “Gea=r2l Manager,

Elactiyonics Factory,

Dol e i ‘ : . ..Respondents
(By Advozoi= Sh. V.S.R. Krishna)

30. 0A No.79/95

1. Ashutosh Bhattacharva,
S/o0 Sh. G.C. Bhattacharya,
R/a 2 Ncrth Chandmari Road.
Barrackpore, Distt. 24 Pgs(N).
West Bengal.

2. Santi Ranjan Roy,
S/0 $h. P.G. Ray,
R/o 3/1/1 Belia Ghata
Main Road, Calcutta.

3. Subhas Lahiri,
5/a B. Lahiri,
R/c 250, Brojonath,
Pal Street, Goalpada,
Ishapore, 24 Pgs (N), _
West Bengal. cWhpplicants

(By Advocate Sh. K.Dutta)
Versus

1. Union of India through
Secretary. Ministry of
Defence, New Delhi.

2. 0.F.B. through its
Chairman, 10-8. Auckland Road,
Calcutta.

3. General Manager,

Rifle Factory,
Ishapore. . «.Respandents

(By Advocate Sh. V.S.R. Krishna)

31. 0A No,77/95

Anutosh Baishya,

5/¢ D.C. Baishva,

R/o P.0. & Village Patulia,

Distt. 24 Pgs (N). ...Applicant

(By Advocate Sh. K. Dutta)
Versus
1. Union of India, through

Secretary, Ministry of
Defence, New Dglhi.
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2. 0.F.Bes through Chairman,
10-A, AuckWand.Road,
calcutta.

© 3.  General Managers
Gun & shell Factory.
Cossipore, calcutta. .. .Respondents

(By Advocate sh. S.C. Sharma)

32. 0A No.86/95

surjit Lal Kapoor,

s/o Sh. K.C. Kapoor s

H. No.17-8B, Albert Road,

Kanpur Cantt. .. .Applicant

(By Advocate sh. §. Nagu)
yersus

1. Union of India through
Secretary, Ministry of
Defence, New Delhi.

2. Directar General,
Ordnance Factories,
10-A, Auckland Road,
Calcutta.

3. addl. Director General,
Ordnance Factories,
Ordnance Equipment Factory
Group Headquarters, ¢.T. Road,
Kanpul .

General Manager,
Qrdnance Factory,
Kanpur .

(py Advocate Mrs. Raj Kumar Chopral

33. 0A No.855/95

1. subhash Chandras
/0 R.C. Sharma,
R/0 Q-NO.C/21/2;
Ordnancge Factory Estate,
Dehradun.

2. Harendra Pratap Singh.
S$/o Dewan $ingh,
Qtr. No.147/3,
Ordnance Factory Estate,
Dehradun.

““Sf*u&QkSurﬁnder Mohan Duggal,
Co g Ml Duggal,
Ly QP No.C/37/6,
= 0rgnance Factory Estate,
= petifadun. ...hpplicant
foos )

" By hddachte Sh. K. Duttd)




Versus

1. Union of India through
Secrets-y, Ministry of
Pefence, Central Sectt,
G Black, 0.F, Cell,

New Delhi,

2. Chairman, 0.F.B,
10-#, -Auckland Road,
Calcutta.

3. General Manager,
Opto Electranic Factory,

Dehradun. .. .Respondents

(By Advocate sh. V.8.R. Krishna)

34. 0A No.2592/94

U.K. Mukherjee,

370 Sh. $.N. Mukherjee,

R/o0 Qtr. No.3/5, Type-111,

West Land, Khamaria Eas »

P.0Q. Khamaria, Jabalpur. o Applicant

(By Advocate Sh. K. Dutta)
Yersus
1. Union of India through
Chairman, 0.F.8.
10-4, Auckland Road,
Calcutta.,
2. beneral Manager,
Ordnance Factory,
Khamaria, Jabalpyr. . «.Respondents

(By Advocate Sh. 3. D'silva)

35. 04 No.2597/94

1. B. Bandopadhyay,
570 Sh. K.p. Banerji,
Foreman Tach.
Section F.E. 'p*
Gun Carriage Factory,
Jabalpur. «voBpplicant

(By Advocate Sh. S. Nagu)
Versus

1. Union of India through
Secretary, Defence Praductian
and Supplies, Ministry of
Defence, New Delhi.,

0.F. & Chairman,
B.. 10-a, Auckland Road,

D.G.
a.rF,
Caleutta.

'J\
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3. General Manager,
Gun Carriage Factory,
Jabalpur. ...Respondents

©. (By Advocate Sh. 8. D'silva)

36. QA No.2598/94

1. u.D. Rai,
S/o sh. P.D. Rais
Chargeman Grade-1,
R&B Section,
Ordnance Factory,
Khamaria, Jabalpur.

2. A.L. Das,
$/a Sh. P.C. Das,
Chargeman Grade-I,
W.P. (MP0O) Section,
Gun Carriage Factory,
Jabalpur.

3. 8. Dasgupta,
/a0 Tate Sh. N.Dasgupta.
Chargeman Grade-I,
) P.V. Section,
' Gun Carriage Factory,
Jabalpur.

4, 0.P. Mishra,
$/0 Sh. B.P. Mishra,
Asstt. Foreman,
WI Section, Gun Carriage
Factory, Jabalpur.

5. M.M. Joshi,
&/o Sh. M.S. Joshi,
Asstt, Foreman,
F&P Section,
Ordnance Factory,
Khamaria, Jabalpur.

6. ‘5.5, Sharma,
Asstt. Foreman, ,
. SA-2, Section, 0.F. Khamaria,
¥ Jabalpur.

7. M.V. Eashwaran,
s/0 Sh. M.K. Vishwanathan,
Asstt. Foreman,
EQ Section,
ORDNANCE FACTORY, KHAMARIA
Jabalpur. ...Applicants

(By Advocate Sh. S. Nagﬁ)

T e
PE LS Versus

1. Un¥on of India through the
: Secretany, Deptt of Defence
Product¥on and Supplies,
< Ministry of Defence,
New Delhi.
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2. The D.G.0.F. & Chairman,
0.F.B., 10-A& Auckland Raad,
Calcutta.

3. The General Manager,

Gun Carriage Factory,
Jabalpur (MP).

q, The General Manager,
Ordnance Factory,
Khamaria, Jablapur.

(By Advocate Sh. Satish Sharma)

37. 0A N0O.85/95

Sh. Devendra Pal Gupta,

S/0 late Sh. Krishan Pal Gupta,
R/70 304/18, Anand Mahal,
Harjinder Nagar,

Kanpur.

(By Advocate Sh. R.P. Oberoi)
Versus

1. Union of India through

...Respondents

«..Applicant

Secretary, Ministry of Defence’

Production, New Delhi.

2. Chairman/D.G.0.F.
D.F.B.., 10-4 Auckland Road,
Calcutta..,

3. The Addl. Director General
of Ordnance Fagtories,
0.E.F. Group Headquarters,
G.T. Road. Kanpur.

4, The General Manager,
Ordnance Equipment Factory,
Kanpur.

{2y Advocate Mrs. Raj Kumari Chopra)

38. QA No.78/95

1. Pranab Kumar Roy,
5/a R.N. Ray

R/o 3, Jadunath Mukherjee Strest,

Ariadha, Calcutta.

2. Nirjan Datta,
S/o late Mukunda Ch. Datta,
R/v B-9/210, Kalyani,
P.S. & P.0O. Kalyani,
Distt. Nadia,
West Bengal

3. Sanjib Ranjan Sarkar,
5/0 Late Sh. S.N. Sarkar,
R/o C/o Samar Majumdar,

3 Umesh Chandra Banerjee Road,
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Kayalpara, P.0. Ichapur-
Nawabganl, Distt.
24 Paraganas (North) (WB)

4. gamarandra Nath Mitra,
s/0 late A.K. Mitra,
R/a E/3, Bejoypur,
P.0. Sodepur,
Distt, 24 Parganas (North)
West Bengal. ...Applicants

(By Advocate sh. S.K. Ghosh, thaugh none appeared)
Versus
1. Unjon of India through
the Secretary, Ministry
of Defence, New Delhi.
2. g.F.B. thraugh the

Chairman, 10-A, auckland
Road, Calcutta.

3. Director General of Ordnance
Factory, 10-4 Auckland Road,
Calcutta.

4. Director General,

Quality Assurance,
H Block, New Delhi.

5. Gengral Manager,
Rifle Factary,
Ichapur, Distt.24 Parganas(N),
West Bengal.

6. sh. M.K. Sinha,
pAsstt. Foreman (Mech),
Riffle Factory, Ichapur,
Distt. 24 Prgs. (N W.B. ...Respondents

(py Advocate Sh. V.5.R. Krishna)

39, 0A No. 398/91

1. Asit Kumar Sreemany,
s/c B.C. Sreemany,
R/0 2, Chunni Lal Banerji Road.
Ariadasha, Calcutta. :

 fGrade~I, Sondalpara,
I« Road,

3. promatha Nath Chakravartys
s/a 3.C. Chakravarty,
R/o Khasmallik, :
p/a Dakhin,
Gobinpur, Distt. 23 Pgns {South),
West Bengal.



10.

11.

12.

13.

Kashi Nath Dey,

S/¢ N. Dev,

Chargsman Grade-I,

290, Ghoshpara Road,
Ichapore, Distt. 24 Pgns (h)
West Bengal.

Uma Shankar Prasad Kairy,
S/0 J.N. Kairy,

R/o Village Kumarpara,
P.0. Ichapore,

Distt. 24 Pgns (N),

" West Bengal.

Nirad Bechari Das,

/0 H.P. Das,

R/0 Ambicapuri, P.O.
Nalagarh via Sodlpore,
Distt. 24 Pgns.

DBebabrata Sinha,
3/0 D. Sinha,

R/0 Sangram Garh,
.0, Bengal Enamal,
Distt. 24 Pgns (N)
West Bengal.

Shyama Pada Biswas,

S/ J.N. Biswas,

R/a Strand Road,

P.0. Ichapore,

Nawabganj, Distt 24 Pans.

Rabindra Nath Das,

S/a H. Das,

R/o 26, A.P. Ghosh Road,
P.0. Chatra, Serampore,
Distt. Hooghly, W.B.

Nisith Ranjan Goswami,
S/0 Sh. N.R. Goswani,
R70 14, Lelian Nagar

P.0. Garulia, Distt. 24 Pgns (N)

W.B.

Jibon Krishna Chakravorty,
S/0 §.C. Chakravorty,

R/o 13, Netaji Palli,
Gapalpara,

P.0. Ichapore, Nawabganj,
Distt. 24 Pgns, W.B.

P.M. Majumdar,

S/0 M.T. Majumdar,

R/a 25/C, Type-1V¥,

Ordnance Factory Estate,
Varanagaon, Distt. Jalgaon,
Maharashtra.

5.D0. Khedkar,

$/0 D.G. Khedkar,

R/o Plot Ne.l8, Ravi Kiran
Society, State Bank Colony,
Single Storey Road,

Baldeo Bag, Jabalpur (MP),



14. D.N. Sarkar,
/¢ D. Sarkar,
r/o Qtr. No.3333, Sector-11,
y.F.J. Estate, Jabalpur (MP).

15. A.K. Ghosh,
5/0 A.C. Ghash,
R/0 Otr. No.3057. Sector-1,
V.F.J. Estate., Jabalpur.

16. B.L. Yishwakarma,
R/o Wehicies Factory Estate,
Jabalpur.

17. A.P. Mitra,
5/0 T.N. Mitra
R/a Qtr. No.3279. sectar-II,
V.F.). Estate, Jabalpur,
M.P.

18. p.G. Danial,
$/0 Verghese,
R/o 154/4, Subhash Nagar,
P.0. Khamaria,
Jabalpur (MP).

4 19. R.K. Sharma,
8/0 Devatadin,
R/0 114/613 (Piot No,143),
Vihayar Pur, Kanpur, UP.

20. 5.P. Saxena,
/0 S.N.Lal,
/o 157/5,6,Balupurva Calony,
Kanpur, UP.

21. ¥.E. Hinge,
/0 E. Hinge,
R/0 Qtr. No.H-94/76,
0.F. Estate, Ambarnath,
Distt. Thana,
Mmaharashtra. LW hpplicants

(By Auvocate Sh. Y.B. Phadnis)
7 Yersus

1. Union of India through the
Secretary, Ministry of Defence
Production and Supplies,

New Delhi.

Z2. The Chairman O0.F.B.
10-4, duckland Road,
Calcutta.

N (i .
s B

By e o :
T s z o Metal 8 Steel Factory,
b, e o . *Ichapore 24 Pgns,

. West Bengal.
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11.

12.
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General Manager,
Ordnance Factory,

Varangaon, Distt. Jalgaon,
Maharashtra.

General Manager,
Vehicles Factory
Jabalpur.

The General Manager,
Ordnance Factory,
Ambarnath, Distt, Thane,
Maharashtra.

The General Manager,
Ordnance Factory,
Kalpi Road, Kanpur.

The General Manager,
Small Arms Factory,
Kalpi Road,

Kanpur,

Arvind Shukla,

Asstt. Foreman,

Ordnance Factory, Kanpur,
U.p.

K.N. Dwivedi,

Asstt. Foreman,

Ordnance Factory,
Chanda, Chandranu: (u4s).

T.0. Devassy,

Asstt. Foreman,

Heavy Vehicles Factory,
Jabalpur (¥P).

{8y Advocate Mrs. Raj Kumari Chieora)

40, DA No.2591/94

Mannu Lal,

Fereman Texhrical
Gun Carriage Factory,
Jabalpur.

R. Palaniappa
Foreman Tec
Gun Carriage
Jabalpur,

K.S. Pawariz.

Foreman Technical,
bun Carriags Fartary,
Jabsglpur.

K.N. Singh,

Asutt. Foremsn,

Lun Carriage Factory,
Jabalpur.

Govind Sahu,

Asstt. Foreman (Tech),
Vehicle Factory,
Jabalpur, M.p.

..Respondents
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6. R.K. Gupta,
asstt. Foreman (Tech),
Ordnance Factory,
Katni, M.P.

7. 8.D. Sabnani,
Asstt. Fareman (Tech),
Ordnance Factory,

Khamaria, Jabalpur, M.P.

8. B.N. Arora,
Asstt. Foreman (Tech),
Gun Carriage Factory.
Jabalour.

9. B.K. Jaiswal,
Asstt. Foreman (Tech),
Vehicle Factory,
Jabalpur (WP).

10. C.M. Joshi,
Asstt. Foreman (Tech),
Verniciae Factory,
Jabalpur (MP).

11. 5.P. Singh,
Asstt. Fareman (Tech),
Vehicle Factory,
Jabalpur (MP).

12. Ram Sewak Singh,
4sstt. Foreman (Tech),
Gun Carriage Factory,
Jabalpur (MP).

12, M.L. Dua,
Asstt. Foreman (Tech),
Yehicle Factory,
Jabalpur (MP).

14. 5.K. Bisaria,

tsstt, Fareman (Tech),
Mehicle Factory,
Jabalpur (MP).

15. B.D. Mahajan,
Asstt. Foreman (Tech),
vehicle Factory,
... Jabalpur (MP).
g

: Sh., S. Nagu)

o VYersus

2 .
& 7 Bndon of India through
3 Ate Secretary,

and Supplies,
-Ministry of Defence.
New Delhi.

2.

D.6.0.F & Chairman,

Ordnance Factory Board,

10-48, Aucklend Road,
Calcutta.

Deptt. of Defence Production

...Applicants

.. .Respondents
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(By Advocate Sh. B. D'silva)

41. 0A No.2600/94

1. Somnhath Basak,
S/o late Sh. M.N. Basak,
Asstt. Foreman (Mech)
Trinanceg Factary,
kramaria, Jabalpur(M¥)

~3
»

Vijay Kumar,

S/0 Tn. R.C. Dubey,
Chargeman Grade 1 (Marh)
Orcnsnce Factory,
Khamaria, Jabalpur (MP)

[

D.P, Gunts,

5/0 late Shiv Shankar Prasad,
Chargeman Grade-1 {(Mech),
Ordnance Factory.

Ehimgrio,

3£S&Ypur ), ...Applticants
(By Advocate Sh. $. Nagu)
Yarsus

1. ¢ Yo of India through
t... Segretarv, Ministry of
Derence (Deptt. of Defence
Production and Supplies),
New Delhi.

2. The Chairman and D.G.0.F.
0.5.8. 10-4, Auckland Koad,
Ca*nutta.
3. The General Manager,
Qrdnance Factary, ‘
Khamaria, Jabalpur (MP). ...Respondents

(By Advocate Sh. Satish Sharma)

42. 0A No.2599/94

1. G. Sukesan,
S/0 late E. Govindan,
Assti. Foreman MCF Section,
VYehicle Factory,
Jabalpur,

2. M.C. Guchhait,
5/0 Tate sSh., R.S. Guchhait,
pAsstt, Foreman,
S E. Coord. Sec, Vehicle Factory,
Jabalpur. ...Applicants

(By Advocate Sh. 5. Nagu)

Versus
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1. Union of India through the

secretary, Ministry of Defence,

Deptt. of Defence Production,
south Block, New pelhi.

2. Director General,
0.F.8., 10-A, duckland Road,
Calcutta.

3. General Manager,
Vehicle Factory,
Jabalpur.

(By Advocate sk, Satish Sharma)

s’

43. 0A No.2670/92

L. subhash Chandra 5abnarwal,
s/o late Sh. shiv Charan Lal,

Respondents

R/o0 10721, Block-1. Gavind Nagar,

Kanpur.

2. ¥inoy Kumat palit,
s/o late Sh. S.K. Palit,
R/o FT1/155 Armapore Estate,
Kanpur .

3. Rama Nath fwasthi,
/0 late G.N. Awasthi,
R/0 M-53, Hemant Vihar-11,
Kanpur.

4. Karari Mal Araora,
g/0 Sri Lekhraj,
R/o LIG 122, Ratan Lal Nagar,
Kanpur.

5. Ashok Gurtu.
s/c late H.L. Gurtu,
R/0 1287112, G-Black,
Kidwail Nagar,
Kanpur.

s e

ppplicants

{By Advocate sh. N.K. Aggarwal with Sh. §. Nagu)

Versus

1. Union of India through
the Secretry, Ministry
of Defence, Deptt. of

_.Defence Production,

daggBeIhi.

240 Chafrman, 0.F.B./Director

~ Genensl pf Ordnance Factory,
10-4 Auckland Road,
Calcugta.

Tl L

ol

s

vw(By'Aﬁvgéaté Mrs. Raj Kumari Chopra)

Respondents
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ORDER

Pt L .

(Hon'ble Mr. N.V. Krishnan, Acting Chairman)

Their  Lordships of the Supreme Court

concluded their judgement in K.K.M. Nair and Others

vs. Union of India_and Others (1993 (2) SCALE 102) as

follows:~

"17.  Before parting with this judgement we
may mention that because of contradictory
judgement of the various courts and Central
Administrative Tribunal in the country the
seniority position of the members of the
service all over the country, numbering
about  twenty thousand could not . be
crystallised over a period of two decades.
We have been informed by the Union of India
that the Central Administrative Tribunals
all over the country have, by and large,
taken uniform view following the Jjudgement
of this Court in Paluru's case and the
seniority 1ists have been Jssued in
conformity  therewith. It has been
long-drawn-out battle in the court-corridors
causing Tot of expense and suffering to the
members of the service. We hope that this
judgement has finally drawn the curtains
over the controversy.”

That hope had nat been realized primarily
because certain other issues regarding
inter-se-zeniority had not been taken up in appeal
before the #pex Court and there are uncertainfies
about those dissues. That is clear from the order of
reference of the Jabalpur Bench of the Tribunal in the
above five O0As, puisuant to which these cases have
been referved to thie Larger Bench by the Hon'ble

Chairman for fJisposal.

Z. After a perusal of the order of reference
and the pigadings in these 0As and after hearing the
arauments of the parties, we find that what is under
issue is i{re preparation of the inter-se-seniority of

Chargeman-II in the Ordrnance Factories under the



~ Ministry of Defence ~as on 1.1.1973. T-at cadre
comprises Chargeman-11 proper and others declared as
Chargeman-I11 by orders of Government, issued on their
own or in pursuance of the orders of the High Court or
of this Tribunal, as is evident from para-i&{of the
referral order. In that para the pench has indicated
how, in its view., the inter-se-seniority of various
classes of persons appointed as Chargeman-11 should be
fixed, keeping in view the judgements and orgers of
the High Courts and the various Benches of  the
Tribunal, as also the decisions rendered by the
Supreme Court. The arder or reference that fallows.,

reads as under:

mo0. We are of the opinian that since the

. guestion involves seniority of large number
of employees posted in varicus Ordnance
Factories in the country and the judgements
of various Benches of the Tribunal have to
be taken into  account for ftormulating
directions in this regard, the matter be
decided by a larger Bench to put an end 1o
the contraversy.
21. We, therefore, direct that the groer of
reference be 1aid before Hon'ble Chairman to
constitute a larger Bench at an early date.”
3. It is clear that the issue is quite
inve . ved as there are many categories of Chargeman-I1.
A complete reproduction of the referral order should
” nave sufficed to provide the background, but, we have
felt it necessary Lo restate  the issues  ore
comprehensively, without sacrificing necessary details
rety for the sake of brevity. A number of judgments
pigiﬁﬂ’uﬂ, and orders’ have to be referred. MWost of them lave
0 AT - 177
;y S " been kept in a separate compilation. Unless otherwise
§ I Tl ’
; :
0 nQiéatéd, the page number given in this crder refers

¥ Tay “‘rwf\"' . ' . . . .
. ‘t¢ ‘the page number 1n this compilation.
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4. Set up of the Department -

_For our purpose, it is suffﬁcientb to note
that in the Ordnance Factories the post of Supervisor
'B' is the feeder category for promotion to the post
of Supervisor 'A'. Supervisor 'A', along with Senior

Draftsman,  Senior Rate Fixer. S$Senior Planner and

Senior Estimator are feeder posts to the next higher‘

grade of Chargeman Grade-I1. The further promotions
are to the posts of Chargeman-I, Assistant Foreman and

Foreman.

5. @cce]erated promotion to the post of

supervigor 'A' and Charaeman-1I.

On 6.11.1992, the following order was issued

by the Director General of Ordnance Factories:~

"Subject- NON-INDUSTRIAL ESTABLISHMENT
PROMOTION :

D.G.O.F. has decided that Diploma holders
serving as Supervisor 'A' Tech/Supervisor
"B¥/(Tech) and in equivalent grades should
be treated as follows

(1) A1 those Diploma holders who have been
appointed as Supervisor 'BY {(Tech) (and in
equivalent grades) should, on completion of
one vyear's satisfactory service in ordnance
factories. be promoted to Supervisor 'A'
{(Tech) and in equivalent grades.

(i1) A1l those diploma holders who work
satisfactorily as Supervisor "A' (Tech) or
in equivalent grades for 2 years in Ordnance
Factory should be promoted to Chargeman.
Kirdly acknowledge the receipt.”

(reproduced in §.C. judgement in Paluru's
casze - AIR 1990 SC 166)
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It appears that this was done to meet the

exigencies which arose in 1962 as a result of the war
between India and China. By wav of clarification.
another letter dated 11.3.1963 was issued which reads

as follows:-

"o

Sub. Non-industrial establishment -
treatment of of Diploma Holders in mattere
of appointment/promotion

Ref: This office No.673/4/Nl/dated 6.11.6%.

So long the positicn was that Diploma
Holders in Engineering were beine recruited
as Supervisor 'B' grade and were being
promoted to Supervisor 'A' arade after
satisfactory completion of one vyear's
service as Supervisor '8' grade.

It has now been decided by the Director
General, Ordnance Factories that in  future
Diploma Holders in Engineering should be
straightaway appointed as  Suoervisor 'A'
grade.

2. In view of the decision stated above all
those Diploma Holders who are not yet
pronoted to Supervisor ‘A" Grade because
they have not vet completed one year service
as  3upervisor '8' grade may be promoted to
Supervisaor 8Y grade with effect from
6.3.1963 provided they work as Supervisor
BY grade 1s satistactory so that they do
not stand at anv disadvantage as = compared
with those Diploma holders who are yet to be
recruited as Supervisor AT grade in view gof
the Director General, Ordnance Factories
decisions as stated in Para 1 above.”

» (Reproduced in Full Bench Judaement of
Bombay Bench dated 23.8.1990, page 154).

As seen from the judgement of the Madhya

Wigh Court in HWP No.174/1981 Dilip Singh

Ogdnance Factory directed all the General Managers of
the Ordnance 'Féétory to submit the 1ist of all
Supervisors Grade-d who have completed two vyears’
satisfactory service for being promoted as Chargeman

Grade-11. But., subseguently by order dated




Ceme
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28.12.1965. the Ministrv of Defence directed that
mininus period of service of three vears in the Tcwer
grade should be fixed for promotion to the next higher
grade. 5o, some of the incumbents got the benefit of
being promoted as Charaeman Grade-I1 on completing two
years' service while the others got promoted after

three years service.

6. Consequent upon the Government of India,
Ministry of Defence letter dated 28.12.1965, referred
to above. the Director General issued the fallowing

circular on 20.1.1966:

"Sub: N.G. Establishment - Treatment of
Diploma holders as gx-apprentices service as
Supr & Gr. in equivalent grades in trie
msltter of wromotion.

Ref: This office confidential No.673/A/NG
Ldated €.11.1962 and 4416/A/NG dt. 29.6.65.

The question of promotion of Diploma holders
in Mech/Elect Engineering and Ex-apprentices
serving as  Supr ‘AT Gr. or in equivalent
grades has received further consideration of
‘he D.G.. 0.F. who has decided that in
future nromotions  of &1l such ndividuals
will e effected in accordance with the
vormal  rules i.e. on the basis of their
1isting by the relevant D.P.C. and not
mereiv on completion of 2 years satisfactory
cooalinuons  service  as o Supr. & Gr. ar
Ceauivalent grades.:

(Regroduced in SC  judgement in Paluru's
case - ibid)

A number of Diploma-holders who wére working
in the grade of Supervisor 'A’ acquired promotion to
the grade of Chakéeman—ll before the issue of the
above cirecuiar. based on the earlier circular dated

6.11.1962.

7. Claim for acce1eraggg promotion and the first

decision of the Supreme Court-




75 Supervisors 'A' moved the Allshabad Hiagh

Ceurt in 1972 stating that, based on the circular

7 dated_6.11.1962. a large number of Supervisors Grade

'A' had been promoted to the post of Chargeman I1 on
compietion of two years satisfactory work. but they,
who have also already cempleted such service., have
been denied the same benefit. A learned Single Judge
of the Allahabad High Court dismissed their writ
petition on technical grecunds. Later. that petition
was dismicssed on merits by a Division Bench. holding
that the circular dated 6.11.1962 was contrary to the
Indian Grdnance Factories (Recruitment and Conditions
of Service of Class III Personnel) Rules 1956 - Rules
for short. An appeal was preferred before the Supreme
Court (Appeal No.441/1981) Virender Kumar and Ors.
vs. Union of India and Ors. - Virender Xumar's casez.
for short, which was allowed on 2.2.1981 by the
Supreme Court by a short order which resds as follows

(AIR 1981 sC 1775):

"Heard counczel. Soecia1 leave granted. Our
attention has besn invited by learned
counsel  for both the sides to the relevant
rules which govern promotion to the post of
Chargeman Grade I1. It appears that a large
~number  of  persons have been promoted to
those posts though they have completed only
two years of service. The Government now
appears to insist that. in so far as the
appeliants are concerned, they cannot be
ﬁ*,‘gonstdu ed for promotion unless  they
el foRplete  three vears of service. We see no
Catiya ﬁgu”tf¥1ca ion for any  such differential
t(éuL ignt beina aiven to the appellants. If
lulge number of other persons similarly
situatgd have been promoted as Chargeman
8?4&@ 1 after completing two vears service,
$;‘ is no reason why the appellants should
2&Tso not be similarlv promoted after
completing the same period of service. We
are not suggesting that the appellants are
entitied to be promoted to the aforesaid
posts  even if théy are found unfit to be
promoted.

o
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We, therefore, direct that the concerned
authorities will consider the cases of the
appellants for promoticn as Chargeman grade
11 and promote thewm to the said posts unless
they are found to be unfit. If  the
appellants are promoted, they will naturally
have to be promoted with effect from the
date on which they ought to have been
promoted.

This order will dispose of the Appeal.
There will be no order as to costs.”
Jn 5.3.1982 an order was passed by the
Supreme Court in contempt proceediﬂgs initiated by the
above appellants, that the above order dated 2.2.1981
did not neced any further clarification and had to be
complied with (Annexure 4 in  Referred case 2
0A-2591/94 - Mannu Lal and 14 others Vs. Union of
India & Anr.). Orders were  issued on 12.10.15882
(Annexure 5 ibid) granting promotion to the 75

appellants from eailier dates as Chargeman-11.

8. Decision of the M.P. High Court in Dilip

ingh Chouhan's Case & K.K.M. Nair's Case:

oy

Following this decision of the Supreme Court,
an order was pazsed on 4.4.1983 by the Madhya Pradesh
High Court in WP N5.174 of 1981 - Dilip Singh Chouhan
% others vs. Union of India & Others (page 30) by
which 6 petitions were disposed of; In 3 petitions;
the petitfoners were diploma holders appointed as
Superviscr B. They wanted two reliefs - {i) they
should be treated as Supervisor A from the date of
£irst appointment and (i3} that they should be treated
as Charaeman 11 with effect from the date of
completing 2 years service as Supervisor A. In two
other petitions. the petitioners were Supervisor A and

praved for the second relief only. The sixth petition
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M.P.N0.9/1982 (K.K.M. Nair and others vs. Union of

~India & Ors.) wag by Science graduates who'wanied both
the reljefs. On 04.04.1983, the Court held, inter
,aTia, that a1] Petitioners are to be treated as
Chargeman 1] on completion of twe years satisfactory
service a8s  Supervisor A. if they had beern appointed
before 28.i2.1965A - because frop that date the
criterioh of  three Years  minimun service  was
introduced - and notional seniority has to be fixed as
Chargeman I[I and higher arades, In regard to
financial benefits it was held that they were not
entitied to any  retrospective benefit. They would,
however, be entitled tg refixation of their present
A salary on the basis of "notional seniority" granted to
them in different' grades so that their present salary
is not less than that of those who are immediately
below them. Reliance Qas placed for this direction on
the decision of the Supreme Court in s, Krishnamurthy
Vs. Genera] Manager, S. Railway (AIR 1977 sC 1868).
Repelling the contention of the respondents that the
petitioners Cannot  be permitted to unsettle settled
thinas by Filing petitions after a long delay, the

Court held "put in the present case the persons

already bromoted are not at alj being disturbed. What

is being done ~is‘refixat‘*’fon of notional_§enioritx of
ahe petitionsrs.” sLp No.  5987-92 of 1986 filed

judgement of the Madhya Pradesh Hiah
snissed.by the Supreme Court on 28.07,1986
1«i,; § from the  subsequent judgement in
'”".Pa]Lru’?A;asgag(supra)). Thereupon, a seniority 71ist
"aated 20/25.02.1987 (Page 15) giving antedated

seniority to  the 124 petitioners in the grades of
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Chargeman II,.Charéeman 1. Asstt. Foremen and Foremen

_was -issued by Government pursuant to the judgement of

the Machya Pradesh High Court. (emphasis aiven)

9. Jabalpur Bench's decision in ananthamurthy s

S

case.
B.H. ananthamurthy and Ors. and Ravinder
Nath Gupta and 0Ors. filed petitions in the Madhya
Pradesh High Court for similar reliefs. They Were
science Graduates i.e., their case was similar to that
of M.P. No.9/1982 - K.K.M. Nair and ors. \s u.a.I.
& Ors. decided by the Madhya pradesh High Court as
mentioned in para 8 above. They too claimed that they
should be treated as Supervisor & from the date of
their appointment and be promoted as Chargeman 11
after completing twd years as Supervisor A, After the
administrative Tribunals Act, 1985 came inte force,
those petitions stood transferred 1o the Jabalpur
pench of the Tribunal where they were registered as
1A-322/86 and TA 104/86 and disposed of on 30.06.1987
(page 72)-. The Tribunal found that these applications
were similar to the case of K.K.M,  Nair decided by
the Madhya Pradesh High Court and to Virender Kumar's
case decided by the Supreme Court. Followina those
judgements it was directed as follows ¢~
"In  the net result, in both these petitions
1A 322 of 1986 { Ananthamurthy and others Vs
Union of India) and 2lso0 1A-104 of 1986
(Ravinder Nath Gupta and other Vs Union of
india), we direct that petitioners who are
Science  Graduates and such of  the
petitioners who are diplona holders shall be
treated as Supervisor wav from the date of
their initial appointment and their notional
seniority revised. JThey shall _be entitled
to_be considered for promotion Lo the post

of Charggman Grade-11 en completion of two
years of satisfactory service _as SUDEr¥iser
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this

(f:

16.11.1988 (vage &OJ.
seniority
to the app fcants  in the Tae by fac
issued on

Supervisor A.

<ev10r1t

order of  the

— 5~

v refro*pert1VPnV- If
emmoted hy the DPC-I11I (C),

chall

found fit and
their notional
be refixed for the post of
“margeman Grade-1 or that of

& the case mayv he. Their

lary  shall also be fived so
is  not lower than the salary of
immediately below them in
Sh 11 not be entitled to
{emphasis alven)

present  £a
that it 3
those who are

sepiarity. They
past arrears of pay.

The 5LP filed by the Union of India against

Jabaiour Bench wae  Jiswissad  on

Based on these decisions, the
Tist was amended assigining higher

tory order
10th July, 198%, (page 67) in the grade of
That crder., further stated as follows

Yte  the above Tadividuals have been

¢ ;
as  Supervisor "4Y {Tech.) from the date
thedr appointrent as Supr. BT {T) ard they

a
ave been asszianed seniority rtrom that date.
they are ontitled to the following furthes
reliefs in terms of the Hon'ble Tribunal's
order dated 2Wth June. 1987.

(3) Trey snall be cntivicd to be
considereg  for promotion to  the
oozt of Charsemen Gr.II (T) on
Cunﬂj“fWOH of 2 vears
satisfactory service &S
Supervicor TA' retrospectively.
I¥ found fit  and vromoted by the
DPC-131 L. their  notional
saniority shell be refixed for
the post of  Chargeman Gr.II,

D Gr that of Asstt.

may bes

present salery  sha
o pe sa Tixed chav 1t s
Tower  than thie salary of  ithoss
who are immediately bDelow them A
senfority and

{(c) They shall not be entitied to
past arrears of pay, [(but they
shall be considered for further
prometion on  the basis of this
~evised notional seniority.l?
{Authy: 0.F.Board's Immediate Letter
Mo.344/10(2)ANG(A)/TIT dated 4.1.820."
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It has only to be added that the direction in
square brackets was deleted. in review bv the order
dated 7.2.91 in MA-24/1989 (page 125). 10.  Supreme

Court's second judaement in Palury Ramakrishnaiah s

case:t

When Virender Kumar & others were aiven only
earlier promotions as Chargeman I1 by the order dated
12.10.1982 (para 7 supra) but were not given any
henefit of saniority or pay, they filed a contempt
. petition in the Supreme Court in CA-441/81. Persons
similarly situated as Qﬁrender Kumar and others also
filed 6 writ petitions before the Supreme Court, the
Jeading petition being W.P.(Civil) 530 of 1983 -
Paluru Ramkrishnaiah & ors. Vs u.0.1. & Anr.).
These 6 writ petitions and the contempt petition filed
by Virender Kumar and others were disposed of by
thejudgemant dated 28.03.1989 of the OSupreme Court
(AIR 1990 SC 186). The earlier decision in Virender
Kumar's case (AIR 1981 SC 1775) was reconsidércd in
great destail. 1t was noted that promotion to the
grade of Chargeman-11 was governed by Rule 7 of the
Statutery Rules framed under &rticle 309, That rule
did not provide for automatic promotion of Supervisor
Grade 'A' on completion of 2 vears service. On the
contrary., it required that they would have to be
considered for promotion by a DPC. The letter of the
D.G.0.F. of 20th January, 1966 merely clarified this
postion. The Court found that persons who have
completed two years as Supervisor Grade 'A' before the
revised memo was  issued  on 20.1.1966 were in a
separate class. The Court stated as follows in this

context:
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"The fﬁct,tﬂaf sope Supervisors 'A’ had been
premotas before tne coming into force of &

srder  dated  Z8th  Decerber. 19CH  and the
circutar dated 20th January, 1966 could not.

thereinre, constituts the husis for ara umgwt
that  thoso DuprrV1gOY5 At uhose casso of
up for consideration for p.umutf
thereafter and who were promoted in  d.uo
course in  accordance with the rules wars
discriminated asainst. They apparently did
not fall in the same category.”

Therefore, the Court dismissed the w~ it
petitions which were filed by persons who completzd
twe years of service as Supervisor Grade 'A% atrier
20th January, 1266 for the same benefit as was given

to Yirender Kumar & Others.

11. However., noting that the decision

Yier rendered in Civil Appeal Mo.441/1981 (Virender

Kumar®s rassY (AIR 1981 SC 775) has basen revorsed, it

concidered what would happen to the beneficiaries  of
shat ordev, particularly when they had 2lso preferesd
a civil miscellaneous petition alleging contempt.
which was also disposad of by the same order. In this

regard, the Court held, inter alia. as follows:

"It is now not disouted that the appellants

of this appea) have in opursuance of the

order of this Court dated Znd February, 1981

heen given o bzck date promotion to the post

of Charceman 11 synchronising with the dates

of comp]etwon cf their two years of service
e - @5 Suvervisor TAT,  The grievance of the
© - opetitianers, howover. de that this prometion
tantano to implementation of the order
of this Court dated Znd February, 1701 ondvy
on  paper inasauch as_they have not  been
grapted the ‘erence of back waces  and
promotion to hqur.mposts on_the basis their
back _ date oromotion as Charageman _ IL.”
(emphasis aiven)

It was held by the Court that tihe appellants
in C.A. 44171981 (Virender Kumar & Ors.) could get
the same relief which the Madhva Pradesh High Court

gave to the petitioners who filed the & petitions

e i AN L B —




before that Court (Dilip Singh Chouhan & K.K.M.

Nair's case - para 8 supra). The Court then held as

follows ¢

"In this view of the matter to put them at
par it would be appropriate that the
appellants in Civil appeal No. 411 of 1981
may also be granted the same relief which
was granted to the petitioners in the writ
petitions before the Madhya Pradesh High
Court. ps regards back wages the Madhya
Pradesh High Court held :

'1t is settled service rule that
there has to be no pay for no
work i.e. a person will not be
entitled to any pay and allowance
during the period for which he
did not perform the duties of a
higher post although after due
consideration he. was - given a
proper place in the gradation
1ist having deemed to be promoted
to the hiaher post with effect
from the date his Junior was
promoted. So the petitioners are
not entitled to claim

any financial benefit
rctrospectively., At the most
they _would be entitled Yo
refixation of _ their  present
ealary on the basis of the
notional seniority granted to
them in different grades so that
their present salary is not less
then those who are immediately
‘below them,' (emphasis supplied).

In so far as Supervisors "A” who claimed
promotion as Chargeman II the following
direction was accordingly given by the
Madhya Pradesh High Court in its Jjudgement
dated 4th april, 1983 aforesaid :-

A1l these petitioners are also
entitled _to be treated as
Charaeman _ Grade 11 on completion
of two vears satisfactory service
as Supervisor Grade-4.
Consequently, notional seniority
of these _persons  have to be
refixed in_ Supervisor Grade A,
Chargeman Grade-I11. Grade-I and
Assistant Foreman in Cases of

_those who are holding that
post... .The petitioners are also
entitled to get their present.
salary refixed after giving them
notional seniority so that the
same s not lower than those who
are immediately below them."*
(emphasis given)

L o e e e e
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In our opinion, therefore, the appellants.
in C1v1|pApoaa1 No. 441 of 1981 deserve to

be granted the same Timited relief. We are
further of the opinion that it is not a fit
case for initiating any proceedinags for
contempt against the respondents.

In the result, the writ petitions fail and
are dismissed. The  Civil Miscellanecus
Petitions 1in Civil Appeal Mo. 441 of 1981
are disposed of by issuing a direction to
the respondents to give the appellants in
the said Civil Appeal the same benefits as
were aiven by the Madhya Pradesh Hial Court
to such of the petitioners before that Court
who were Supervisors "A"™ and were granted
promotion as Chargeman II by its iudgement
dated 4th April, 1983. In the circumstances
nf the case, however, there shall be ro
order as to costs,"

12. Sequel _to decision in Paluru's cese

Consequently, by an order dated 27.7.89, the
senfority of Virender Kumar and others was refixed and
antedated in the cadre of Chargeman II and, therefore,
their seniority in the higher gaces (Chargeman I,
Asstt. Foreman and Foreman), if they were holding
such posts was  also refixed. (Annexure A-8 - Manny
Lal and 14  others Vs. u.o.1. & Anr. -
048-2591/1904), That order dated 27.7.1989 concluded

as follows:

"1.3 The above ante-dating-re-fixation of
seniority  of the above individuals is
subject to further amendment and
consequential refixation thereof, as and
when necessary, due to changed circumstances
under any  judgement/order passed by the
Court/Tiribunal.

o 1(% Their eaiary shall be refixed censeguent
“on 'Pc‘Ts’Jy.Jﬂ of seniority as above. The
re-tixatiovin of present pay shall not entitle
them ©o arrears of pay and allowances for

% v the  past periods. They shall, however, be
" entitled to the benefits of salary as

~re-fixed w.e.f. the date of the judgement

viz. 28.3.89."

SR

b S o
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13.‘ gased on this revised seniority 1ist,
some applicants in that OA were promoted on 31.7.1989
(Annexure p-9 ibid) as Foremen. A further ordér of
promotion was issued on 29.,9,1989 (Annexure 9 A ibid),

as Asstt. Foreman in respect of some other applicants

in that OA.

14. grievance of applicants in Mannu Lal's case
‘(First category of Chargenen-11 seeking
accelerated promotion) . -

Wwith this background, we can now consider the
grievance of the applicants in  0A-275/93 of the
Jaba\puf gench, Mannu Lal and 14 others vs. Union of
India. one of the OAs referred to fhﬁs Larger Eench -
since numbered as OA No.2591/94 in the Principal gench
to which it stands transferred. They have two
grievances. Firstly, the penefit of ante-dated
seniority grantcd as Chargeman 11 by the order dated
27.7.89 (para 12 supra) was taken away in respect of
some applicants by an order dated 17.6.1991 of the
Ministry of pefence (Annexure £-12 ibid = page 112),
jgsued as @& consequence of an order of the Jabalpur
gench of the Tribunal in 0a-217/87 (shishir Kumar
Chattopadyava 2 (Others vs. y.0.1. & Others) (page

1163 .

Secondly. the promotions granted by the
orders dated 31.7.89 and 29.,9.89 {para 13 refers) were
canceltad by the Ordnance Factory Board on 24.1.92

(Annexure a_14 ibid) in pursuance of an order dated

¥
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30,12.1991 (page 112) of the Calcutta Bench of the
Trippp=t in 0A-99791 - Sudhir Kumar Mukerjee & Ors.

vs. U.0.I. & Ors.

A Contempt Petition filed by Mannu Lal &
Others in  the Supreme Court was disposed of by the
order dated 27.7.92 (Annexure A-16 ibkid) leaving the
applicants free to approach the Tribunal and challenge
those orders. Hence they filed 0A-275/93 before the
Jabalpur Bench. which s referred to a Larger Bench

and also stands transferred as 0a-2591/94.

15. Review of the judgement in Anantamurthy's case

(MA 24/89 - §.B, Chakrawarthy's Case) .

We should, therefore. now deal with 04-217/87
of the Jabalpur Bench and 08-99/591 of the Calcutta
Rench. referred to above. Before that is  done
reference has to be made to another order passed by
the Jabelpur Bench in a MA seeking a review of their
decision in Ananthamuirthy's case (para 9 refers) as
that order disposing of the review application is the
masis for the order in OA~217/8? of the Jabalpur
Bencﬁij;hu‘review application (MA 24/89) was filed by
S.B. Cé;krabokty and others seeking a review of the
judgement delivered by the Jabalpur Bench  in
,TA132?{1986 (B.H. Anantamoorthy anc 0rs. vs,U.0. 1.
’Lﬂéad:??x: 104/86 (Ravinder Nath Gupta and Ors. VS,
U.0.1.) referred to in para 9. The review applicants
were not parties to the above decisions. These
applicants contended that they were senior to the
respondents 4 to 53 {(i.c. petitioners in the two TAs)

as Chargzman II  and those respondents could not be
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- .30.12.1991  (page 112) of the Calcutta Bench of the
Tribmna? in 0A-99/91 - Sudhir Kumar Mukerjee & Ors.

vs. U.0.I. & Ors.

A Contempt Petition filed by Mannu Lal &
Others in the Supreme Court was disposed of by the
order dated 27.7.92 (Annexure A-16 ibid) leaving the
applicants free to approach the Tribunal and challenge
those orders. Hence they filed 0A-275/93 before the
Jabalpur Bench. which is referred to a Larger Bench

and‘alsq stands transferred as 08-2591/94.

15, Review of the judgement in Anantamurthy's case

(MA 24/89 - S.B. Chakrawarthy's casel.

We should, therefore. now deal with 0A-217/87
of the Jabalpur Bench and 08-99/31 of the Calcutta
Bench, referred to above. Before that 1is done
reference has to be made to another order passed by
the Jabalpur Bench in a MA seeking a review of their
decision in  Ananthamurthy®s case (para 9 refers) as
that order disposing of the review application is the
basis for the order in 0&-21?/8? of the Jabalpur
Ben@ﬁa.iﬁh"revﬁew application (MA 24/89) was filed by
- S.B. Céékrabortv and others seeking a review of the
judgamgnt delivered by the  Jabalpur  Bench in
,TA1322{1986 {(B.H. Anantawmoorthy and Ors. vs.U.0.1.
N

ard”T.A.  104/86 {(Ravinder Nath Gupta and Ors.  vs.
U.0.1.) referred to in para 9. The review applicants
were not parties to the above decisions. These
applicants contended that they were senior to the
respondents 4 to 53 (G.c. petitioners in the two TAs)

1,

as Chargewan II  and those respondents could not be
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placec above them in the seniority 1ist of Chargeman

II,‘pn,thé basis- of the Tribunal’s direction 1n
30.6.1987 in the iwo Tas. because the applicants were
not made parties to those Ths. The applicants.
therefors. gought  a direction that their seniority
should not be disturbed in pursuance of the Tribunz!'s

ordars.

16. The Jabalpur Bench allowed this review
application with somz directions on 7.2.91 (page 125).
It found as a fact that the applicants had been
appcinted as Chargeman 11 from dates earlier than
those on which the applicants in the th Tas were
actually promoted to that post. It also noticed that
a similar prayer had been made by similarly situated
persons in 0A-580/1989 before the Calcutta Bench of
the Tribunal (Achinta Msiomdar & Crs. Vs, y.0.1. &
ors.) which was decided ‘n favour of the applicants on
25.10.90 (page 1707 ~fte- referring to these decisions

of the Jabalpur Bench.

17. Disposing of the review application, the
Jabalpur Bench interpreted their order 1in B.H.
Ananthamurthy's case (para 9 supra) particularly the
connotation of notional seniority referred to therein

and held. inter alia, as follows:-

rul1 that the order contenplated was that
they  should be treated ~: Supervisor A fronm
the date of their initial appointment. <@
that their pay could be refixed by granting
them notional increment for the next higher
post provided they are cleared for such
promotion on merits. JThere was no intentian
of _the Tribunal that persons who had been
actually  holding the post _of Chargemen
Grade-11 _prior to the applicants in B.H.
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.respective  ranks  or category

— S’j"

Anthamurthv's case (supra) would be placed
belcw the persons who _are now granted
netional senioritve.....”

"There was no intention of the Tribunal that
at every level the applicants in the case of
B.H. Ananthamurty would be ranked higher
than the -persons who had already come to
occupy the respective posts in the grades of
Chargemen Grade-1, Assistant Foremen etc.
earlier than the applicants on a regular
basis.....”

"The refixation of notional seniority would
thus only result in the point fixation of
pay ot the applicants in those case. when
they were actually due for promotion, and
promoted otherwise on merits and not for
furiher accelerated _promotion. We.
therefore, hold that the Calcutta Bench has
correctly interpreted our.  judgement an
extract of which has already been quoted
earlier. The respondents 1 to 3 had
mis-interpreted the true import of  our
julgement in the case of B.H. Adnanthamurthy
(supra) and they have apparently revised the
seniority inter-se of the applicants in the
case and  the respondents 4 to 53
incorrectly.....

Persons  who are given notional seniority

cannot be obviously ranked above the persons
who were reaularly appointed earlier and the
RPC _has alse to make recommendations for
promotions keeping in view of the provisions
of Rule 10 (2) of the aforesaid rules. The
substantive capacity will be with reference
to  regular promotions and once in  a
particular rank a perscn has been regularly
appointed on the basis of recommendations of
the DPC etc. whether it is in the rank of
Chargeman Grade-I11 or Chargeman Grade-1, or
Assistant Foreman or Foreman, he will rank
seriior to the person who has been otherwise
i pruforma on the basis of notional
ty provided he  was  continuously
Led  on that post in a regular manner
any  Lraak, Therefore, in  the
ive  ranks or cateqeries of pasts the
T wae  had  been  reoularly  prometzd
gerlicr  would_ _en-block_rank cenior to the

persons _ who  would be granted proforma

“promation  and  aiven notional senioritv  in

terfis. of the orders of the Tribunal in the
case cof B.H. Ananthamurthy (supra) in the
of _post.™

(emphasis given)




" The review application  was allowed oON

7.2.1991 by giving the above clarifications and also

by amending the last sentence of the order in pars

of the judgement in B.H. Ananthamurthy’s case. That

sentence read as fellows:-

"They shall not bhe entitled to past arrears

of pay, but they shall hgﬂwgpn§jgered for
onotig T hacie of thi

¢ pesis wof LI

further pronotl on_on | L8

revised notional sepiorit

Vel
o aveid mtaﬁntaﬁpretatﬁonq the  portion
underlined &S dﬁ?eteq’and the last sentence Was made

to read as under -

"They shall not be entitled to past &arrears
of pay.”

The respondent authorities were directed to
revise the seniority 1ist issued by the orders daved
13.1.89 and 2%.2.89. This reyisgion was carried out in
the order dated 17.6.:001 (n.225) by which such

.

revision was caeried out.

18. 0A-217/87 fited by Shishir Kumar

phattopadhvay and b _others.

S ovi s S

We can now pick up the thread left at the end
of para 14 and consider the order passed on 14.2.1991
{page 116) by the Jabalpur Bench in  0A-217/1987 -
Shishir. Kumar Chattopadhvay and 5 others ys. Union of
India and 99 others (Chattopadhyay‘s case for short).
This OA wWas filed against the seniority 1ist issued on
20/25.2.1987 {page 15) conseguent upon the decision of
the Madhya pradesh High Court (page 30) %n 51X
petitions, referred 1o in para 8 supra, the SLP

against which was dismissed by the Supreme Court. In
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this senior
(who were

petitioners
bafore the M.P.

High
the applicants.

Court) have been placed

|
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ity Tist the respondents 4 to 100 of the 0A
the

in5 of the ¢ petitions

above
These applicants stated that they
Were not parties tq those writ Ppetitiocns  and their
seniority has been disturbed to their detriment
without any  notice to them,
that they had

neen appointed as

higher posts earlier than the
100. - However, the privat

be appointed as Supervisor '47
appointed to

Private respondents 4 tq

The applicants clained
Chargeman 11 and on

€ respondents were deemed to

from the date they were
the Tower Post of Supervisoer 'B'  and
further declared to nave heen bPromoted gs Chargemen IJ
1 on completion of 2 years service as Supervisor 8,
This was done Consequent  upnn the judgement dated
4.4.1983 of the Madhyaz Pradesh High Court, .
above. As g result,

dates of promotion

a5 Lhergeman 17
arades and they ware shown as s
in the

enior tn

the applicants
eniocirity Tigt dated 20/25.2.1987,

praved for GQuashing thie seniority 1ist,

13, After

considering the objections
respondents znd relving

1T ih K4 No.24/:19%9

those respondents

heavily on the ecrder

referred to

g0t earlier
and  to highar

Hence, they

of the

passed o

filed hy
Gibiers 22E2ing a review of  the
Anahthﬁmurthg‘s Case (paras 15-17
refer) in  which we Bench clarified what was meant by
‘ sqgi&ﬁng,"hationa7 Teninrite™, the 0.4, Was allowed an
142,07 {page  116). The seniority  Jist dated
<0725.2.1987 {page 15) was quashed and a fresh
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. _seniority 1ist was direcizd to be prepared. Such a

frash seniority 1ist was notified by the order dated

17.6.1991 (page 225).

79, @ggﬁgﬁgﬂﬁggﬁi's judgement in K KM Nair's

anforn  dealing with Ca-ve/ul o ke Calcutta
Bench. rereired  tuo oan para 1o, 3t would be useful to
follow the argut <~ the above judgement in
Chattcpadhyay'e CaLE . pggrieved by the decision of
the Tribunal in that case, K.K.M. Nair and - others
appealed to the Supreme Court (C.A. 1690/93). That
appeal was dismissed N K.K.M. Nair and 0Ors. Vs,
y.0.1. & Ors. (1993) (2} SCALE 469) holding that the
judgment of the Tribunal was in accordance with the
Taw 1aid down by them 10 paluru's <o3€ (AIR 1990 SC
166). The nistory of Lhe Tang drana out dispute was
traversed in this Judgemanis Tha Dourt held that the
three Judge Banth cr the Court which delivered
judgement in Paluru's cawd (1919) 2 qeR 92 = AIR 1930
gC 166) did not approve of the order dated 2.2.1981 of
the two Judge pench  in Civil Appeal No.441/81 (i.e.
yirender Kumar's ¢ase -~ aIR 1981 SC 177%).  Inter

alia, the Court observed in para 10 as followst-

"this Court in Paluru's case considered the
rules, the first circular, the second
“iveular and the order of this Court in
ci.41  Appeal No.441/81 dated February 2,

1981, Dismissing the writ petitions this
court held as under:—

1. The executive instruction could make a
provision only with regard to a matter which
was nhot covered by the rules and such
executive instruction could not over-ride
any provisiohs of the rules.
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2. Notwithstanding the

instructions dated Novermber 6,

jssue of
1962 the

the

proceaure for making promotion as Taid down

in rule § of the Rules had to be
could not

and the said procedure

abrogated by the executive

dated November 6, 1962.

3.,  The only effect of the circular
Movember 6, 1962 was that Supervisor

instructio

followed,
e

e

dated
Grade

'at on completion of two years satisfactory

service could be promoted by foll

owing the

procedure contemplated by Rule 8 of the

Rules. This_ circular had_ind

ee

d the effect

of accelerating  the chance

of opromotion.

-

Th=__right Lo nromotion on the other

hand,

war, to he saverned by the rules.

This right

of promotion as provided by the rules was
meither affacted nor could be affected by

the circuliar.

4, pfter comina into force of the circular

dated January 20, 1966 praomo

tions could not

be made just on completion of two yea

rs

satisfactory service under

the

earlier

circular dated Nowember 6, 1962, the

same

having been  superscded by

the latter

circular.

5. Supervisor, Grafde A

who had be

en

promoted before the comine into force of the
circular dated January 70, 1966 stood in

class separate Trom thoge whose

were to be wade made therearfrer. The fa
that some Supervisors, Grade A had been
promotad before the coming into force of the

circuiar dated January 20, 1966 could
hasis for

tizretore, constitute the

argument that those Supervisors Grade
whose cases came ub consideration thereafter

and  who were promoted in

due course

accordance with the rules were discriminat

against.

6. There orve sufficient indications th

when Civii  #Appeal Mo.441/81 was

this Court, tie circular dated January 2

o5 A AgE  snd  the ) canasapances  F1OWI
- -J&,*st@éé§6 and Jegal consaquances  flowing

Bherairom  were not bhrought 1o
Sl % . L o
s +Ris  Court by tne Tearped counzel Yor the

the notice

- redpondents  or vhe same were not oroper

“emchasized.” (enphasis added)

The Court wpheld the judgement of

(0A-217/87) but tor & different reason. It held

4
(ol

1ews 4n para 14 of the Audaement:

"we agree with the conclusions reached
the Tribunal though we do not appreciate the

reasoning  adopted Dby the

Tribunal

-

(=]

promotions

ct

not

an
A

in
ad

at

heard by

a.
of

pusd
A\ y

the

by

in

of the Tribunal in Chattopadhyay's case

as
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“reachina the said conclusions. This Court
has authoritatively laid down in Paluru's
case that Civil Appeal No.441/81 was. not
correctly decided by this Court. The
appellants have throughout been basing their
claim on the order dated February 72,1981 in
Civil Appeal No. 441/81. DOnce the base 4
knocked out by the judgement of this Cour.
in_ Paluru's _case the appellants are left
with no ground to sustain the order dated
February 20/25, 1987 by which they were
siven ante-dated seniority. Followina the
judgement of this Court in Paluru's case and

the reasoning therein, we uphold the
impughed - judgement of the Central
Administrative Tribunal, Jabalpur.”

(emphasis sup=lied)

21} A plea was raised by the appellants that
the judgement dated 4.4.83 of the Madhva Pradesh High
Court petitions having been approved by the Supréme
Court on 28.7.86 while dismissina the S.L.P. against
it. the Jabalpur Bench had no jurisdiction to auash
the seniority list hased on that decision. This fssic
was considered in para 16 of the judgement and it was

observed. inter alia. as under:-

"It is not disputed that the said Yapproval'
by this Court was by dismissing the special
leave petitiocns against the judgement of the
Madhya Pradesh High Court. There 1is no
reasoned judgement/order by this Court
approving  the Jjudgement of the Madhya
Pradesh High Court. It is not necessary for
us to go into the question whether in a
situation 1ike this any Court could have
reversed the Jjudgement, by review or
otherwise, because in this case we are faced
with different . gituations. S.K.
Chattopadhyay and others were not parties to
the proceedings before the Madhya Pradesh
High Court which ended by the dismissal of
the special leave petitions by this Court on
July 28, 1986. Ti1l the date nec action
adverse to them had been taken by the DG or
any other authority. It was incumbent on
the appellants to have impleaded all  the
persons who were likely to be adversely
affected 1in the event of appellants success
in the writ petition before the Madhya
Pradesh High Court. Under the circumstances
even if it s assumed that the Madhya
Pradesh High Court Jjudgement had become
final and could not have become final and
could not have been reviewed by the High
Court or the Tribunal, it became final only
hetween the parties inter-se. The first
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circular was_ issued in the year 1962.  The
appellants filed writ  petitions in the
Madhya Pradesh High Court twenty years
thereafter seeking enforcement of the first
ciruclar. The petitioners wanted the clock
to be put back by two decades through the
process of the Court. A11 thise persons who
were promoted in accordance with the Rules
during that Tong period and were not parties
before the Madhya Pradesh High Court canhnct
he made to suffer for no fault of theirs.
On the other hand., S.K. Chattopadhvay and
others challenged the order dated February
20/25, 1987 which affected them adversely
within the pericd of 1imitation before the
Central Administrative Tribunal. ln__any
case the judgement of this Court in__ Civil
pppeal No.441/1981 hayving been over-ruled by
Three-Judae  Bench of this Court in Paluru's
case, the zopellants have neither the low
nor the equity on their side. The judgement
of the Iribunal being in conformity with the
Taw laid down by this Court in Paluru's
case, we see no around to faterfere with tro
same. " (enphasis supplied)

22.  Decision of Calcutta Bench _in_0A-99/91

sudhir Kumar Mukheriee & Ors. VvS. Union af

India & Qrs.

Az seen from the Sudgement cated 30.12.1921
(page 112), this Oa was #3Tad (37 to cuash the
refixation of seniority by she order dated 27.7.89 and
the orders of prometion daied 31.7.1989 and 29‘9.1989
and (13) refixn  the s=niority of the applicants in the
post of Chargeman 11, Chargeman 1 and Assistant
Foreman in accovdante with the stetutory Pules and
existing instructions. The senioiity Tist  dated
27.7.1989, and the orders of prome:iﬁh.datéd 31.7.1989
are referred tu in raca 12 ard 13 suprz.  The Tripunal

noted that L respondents cubmitted that  tne

)

€

niority 1ist of 57, 7.1989 has already ueen cancelled

N Ordnance Factory Board Memo dated 17.6.1991.

the promotion orders dated 31.7.1989 and

which are based on the seniority list o

have hecome nuliities. The respondents also
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stated that _the question of seniority was being
reviewed. It is in this background that the Tribunal
é110wed the 0A and quashed the promotion order dated
31.7.1989 and 29.5.1989 and directed the respondents
to refix the seniority of the applicants in accordance

with the =tatutory rules,

23.  épparently, the respendents did not
produce beiore the (zicutta Bench, a copy of the order
dated 17.6.1991 by which the seniority 1list dated
C27.7.1985 was cancelled. That order is at page 225
and i1s filed as Annexure A-12 in Mannu Lal's case
ibid. That order relates to the combined senicrity
Tist 6f all technjical personnel in Ordnance Factories
viz. Chargeman Grade II, Senior Draftsman, Supervisor
'A' (T), Senior Planner, Senior Rate Fixer and Senior
Estimater as on 1.1.1973. After briefly referring to
the various orders and iudaements of the Supreme
Court, High Court and the Tribunal, para 6 of that
order indicated *hat the seniciity of the aforesaid
persannel “n fhé pre-revised scale Rs.425-700 "will be
dovetailed in one cemmon Yist of seniority as on that
date viz. 1.1.1973 a3 herein below mentioned.™ The
details o7 the Tixation of senieriily follow thereafter

in para-6.

24, Mannu_Lal's case continued

We can now revert back to Mannu Lal's case
referred to in para 14 supra. This 0A typifies the
grievances of one class of Chargeman II, i.e., those
who c¢laimed that their promotioh as Chargemen 11

should he artadated on the basis of the judgements of
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the Supreme Court in Virender Kumar's case (AIR 1981
§C 175%) (para ! refers). The grievance js that the
antedated seniority given to them and the promotions
given in higher posts from earlier dates have been
cancelled by the order dated 17.6.91 (page 229
further revising the seniority of Chargemen II. It is
to be noted that the beheficﬁar%es of the judgement of
the High Court of Hadhya Pradesh in WP Mo.174/.58L
(Dilip Singh Chauhan’s case) and fﬁverother MPs {(para
8 refers) and of the decision of the Jabalpur Bench in
£.H. Ananthamurthy's case (para 9 refers) who were
deprived of these benefits of the decision of the
Jabalpur Bench in Chattopadhyay’s case (para ig-19

supra refer) also have a similar grievance.

25, Case of Senior Draftemen (Second category of

Chargemen-11 crcking s

viarity from 1.1, 1973,

e can oy consioor thie oiievances of the

sacond class of Chargeman 11 YAz th Senior

€

Draftsmen 50% of whom wers given the revised scale of
pay of R 425-700  Trou 1.2.1973, which ig the revised
scale given ©o Duiprolmin 1T also. The': caic i3 that
by a series of  orders  of the Maditye rauesh High
Court, the ressondsh suthorities hove oren ghreo o
to prepare a sepiority  Tist of Chargenad i1 as on

beir panes shoula alsu ue inciudad,
the eulhiorities b thiose srders
cubsaguently. None oF the 5 Ohs

“a the referral order of the Jabalpur Bencn

’;«¢£§pifies this grigvance. This arievance 1% contained

of the Principal Bench (Asit Kumar
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Shreemary & Others vS. y.0.1. & Ors.) which has been
referred-to_ the Full Bench by an arder of the Hon'ble
Chairman. we should, therefore, set out the Jssues

involved in same detail.

26, Prior to 1,1.1973, which is the date
w.e.f. which oay scales were revised on the basis of
the decision takern on the recommendazion of the Third
Pay Commission, the posts of Senior Draftsman,
Supervisor YA', Senior Rate Eixer, Senior Planner and
Ssenijor Fstimater, were in the same pay scale, 1.8+,
Rs.205-280.» These were feeder category posts for
promotion to the post of Chargeman 11 which was in the
higher pay scale of Rs.250-280. The Third Pay
Commission recommended that the revised scale of
Chargeman 11 should be Rs.425-700. It also
recommended that 502 of the Senior Draftsmen should be
placed in the pay scale of Rs,425-700 (i.e. the scale
approved for Chargeman 11) and that the remaining 50%
should be in the Tower scale of Rs.380-560. The pay
scales of the other categorﬁés of persons i.e. other
than Senior Draftsman were recommended to be revised

to Rs.380-580.

27. Dgcﬁsigpg of Madhva pradesh Hiagh Court

declaring Senior Draftsmen to be Chargemen

11 from 1.1.73.

The 50% of Senior Draftsmen who got the same
scale of pay as that of the Chargeman 11 (Rs.425-700)
filed a petition in the #adhya pradesh High Court

claiming that they should be given senjority along
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. uith Chargeman-IL from 1.1.1973 (¥ No.312/81 filed by

Yogender Pal Singh and others). This uas decided on
19.10.1983 (Annexure 1 of 0A N0.398/91). It was
noticed in the judgement that the petitioners had not
on1y’been givan the pay scale of Rs.425-700 (i.e. the
same scale zs was given to Chargeman Grade 11) but the
benefit of this pay scale was given from 1.1.73 itsetf
and arrears also paid to them. What 35 more important
and what weighed heavily with the High Court was that,
without any actual promotion to the grade of Chargeman
I1 or absorption in that cadre. these 50% Draftsmen
had been promoted to the grade of Chargeman Grade-1.
which, under the Rules, could be filled up only by
promotion of Chargeman Grade II. Inspite of these
facts, the respondents contended that the petitioners
could be trezted as Chargeman Grade II only from
4.7.78 whan orders were issued on the revised pay

scale applicable to thenm and not from 1.1.73, the date

with effact from which that pay scale was given. 1he

learned single Judge found as follows:-

"In wmv opinicn. the petitioners’ contention
is well tounded and must be given effect to.
As appears from the  two factory order
Nos.2000 dated 1.7.1980, and 2039 dated
2.7.1880  (Annexure F), the petitioners have
heen treated by the respondents at par with
Chargemen Grade 11 and have been promoted
along with them to the post of Chargeman
Grade 1. This apparently was done because
the petitioners were treated as holding the
puct eguivaient Lo the post of Gharaeman
grade_I1I. In factum the petitioners were
paic the scale of that post from 1.1.1973 as
recornended by the Third Pay Commission. It
i true that the order implementing that
. Feport was passed on 4.,7.1978 but thet order

" éﬁsve indicated that the benefits under the

5 Qﬂjhﬁrd Pay Commission Report were given to
. ““the petitioners from 1.1.1973 only. Thus,
" for all purposes, the petitioners were held
- - v as incumbents of post in that scale from
Voot lﬁlJ}§Z§¢,~«lb§K§§§00hdents treated them_ at

&
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par with Chargeman Grade LI and  have
promoted them along with those holding the
past  of Chargeman Grade II to the next
hiasher channel of promgtion viz. Chargeman
Grade-1." (emphasis added)

The judgement then concluded as follows:-

"For the purpose of seniority vis-a-vis
those then holding the ppst of Chargeman
Grade II1. the petitioner should be deemed to
be holdina the posts in this hisher scale
from 1.1.1973 only and an inteagrated
seniority  1ist of all persons eliaible for
promotion to Charceman Grae-1 should be
prepared treating the petitioners as holding
those posts from 1.1.73.

i, therefore, allow this petition and direct
the respondents to prepare a seniority list
of those persons including the petitioners
and Charamen Grade-I1 who were/are eligible
for promotion to the post of Chargeman Grade
I treating the petitioners as holding those
posts  from 1.1.1973 and not from 4,7.1978.
Trere  shall be no order as to costs of this
petition. Security amount be refunded to
the petitioners.”™ (emphasis given)

ihis order was implemented in respect of the

petitioners onlv.

28. The decision extended to a1l ginilarly

planed Senior Draftsmen.

Subsequently, certain other Draftsmen filed
Miscellaneous Petition Nos. 1944724 (N.L. Junnotia

and Others vs. U.c.1. & Ors.) and 1855/

L3

4 (MUN.

£

Chandela and Ors. wvs. U.0.I. & Ors.) before the
Madhva Pradesh High Court. These petitioners sought
the benefit of the order passed by the High Court in
M.P. No.312/81 (Yogendra Pal Sinah and Ors. vs.
U.0.I. & Others), referred to above. A detailed
order was passed on 23.4.198% in M.P. No.1944/84
which was adopted in M.P. No.1955/84. The érgument
of the respondents that giving such benefit would be
viclative of  the Indian Drdnanée Factories

T

{(Recruitment and Conditions of Service of Class III
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-Rules, 1963,

4

1

which require he

Senjor

Draffsmen to be cansidered for the post of Chargeman

was repelled b

y the High Court

No.1944/84.- The Court observed as follows:

"The present case is not

in

M.P.

from Seniar Draftsman to

SiAT

sil 3

but is a case of upgradaticn

s

3

of

Senior

Draftsman with effect from 1.31,1973%,

The

effect cf th

e recommendation  of

the

Thi

rd

Pay Commiss

ion, as accented by

Central

of

bovernnsnt

s _to comvert 50

Senior Crafism

g1 inty T2

Lhargemnan

Grade I1

Sen

recammendation
apptied
are

oraftsmen
and
them.
in

ior

to
concerned

are not touched by

hence the rule na

Y
The posts with which

be

b

this we'h rerition,

have

ceased to exist 23 Senior Craftamen and have

becone

the post of Chargeman Grade II, with

effect from

1.1.7

3 for all purposes.

fact that the Central Govt.

The

did not declare

them to be so from 1.1.73 is., by itself. not

sufficient to treat it as a promotional
pozh, This fact 1s also implicit in the
civewlar dated 4th July, 1976, which nas
neen  Anternreted by tais Court in  the
eartier judgement.”lempnasis qliven)

29.

recpondents

Senior Draftsman

Grade-11 w.
work out
basis.”

2
4

orders were

The SLFs fi

orders of

A
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Y

erstuhile

with Chargeman

g. L

Therefore. a
"to treat the

e.f.

gtters Pat
rejected bv t
Ted bofore

the Division Be

Seriinr Draftsman existing as on

Grade

the Supren

direction was given
petitioners and all

-t

[

=

&d

s1tu as
and not from 4

claims on  the

against

ent &prea’s

he order dated

-t

Tourt aga’

nch in the LPas

31.

IT existinag on 1.1.1973.

were

other

afaresaid

,ﬁ,diéﬂissed on 26.7.1986 (Annexure 5 ibid). Thereupon,
the Ministry of Defence issued an order dated 9.4.1987

“(Annexure 6 ibid) refixing the seniority of the

12.1972

That
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o .. order-gave all similarly placed Senior - Draftsman

seniority as Chargeman 11 from 1.1.73 and indicated
their revised - places in the senjority  1ist of
Chargeman 11 as on 1.1.77, issued on 15.11.78¢
Likewise, 11 ante-dated their promotion as Chargeman 1
and Assistant  Foreman. It showed their revised
positions as Chargeman 1 in the seniority 1igt issued
on 16.5.81 as on 1.1.81. and likewise, it also showed
their revised position as Assistant Foreman in the
senjority list iscued on 28.4.86, which depicted the

seniority ag ou 1.4.85.

31. It has only to be added that these
judoements «f the Macdhya Pradesh High Court were
followed by the New Rombay Bench while disposing of
T.A., No.324/87 (Sayved Zamir Haider & Ors. Vs,
u.0.1. & Ors. on  31.12.1987 {(Annexure 8 ibid).
Those applicants wWere alsa Senior Draftsman.  The
respondents  Were directed to consider their cases for
promotion as Assistant Foreman from the dates on which
their junjors (i.e. beneficiaries of tne judgements

of the wadhua Dradesh High Court) were promoted.

22, Grievance of the Senior Draftsmen.
The grievance of these Senior Draftsman is

that the revised senjority so fixed in pursuance oOF

the judgements of the Madhva pradesh High Court has-

heen modified to their detriment. It is stated that
certain Ycompromise judgements' ware de?ivered by thea
genches of this Tribunal in 4 OAs in favour of
Supervisar A" and allied cateaaries. In pursuance

thereof the Ministry of Defence issued orders  on

\
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:Mf;w»¥“*ﬁ7;ﬁs4i9&9w‘Lénnexure 9 ibid). According to these

orders, Supervisor

(i.e. Sr. Planner, or.

Taxer) - all
A" for short,

1

i.e. same as Chargemen 11,

notional hasis, with a directicn

their pay on

07.05.1932 only. forevicaed sand

Ao
L lads

jssued on

1@ ac en .01 1875 An

Srimani & Dra.  In 04

who were the beneficiaries

Madhya Pradesh

Superviscrs A" though such Super

as juninre the  applicants n

dated O, 04.1%87

[ RO
PRRTR SRR A

T

L]

ol (7

"A™ (Tech.) and allied

Estimatar and Sr.

- were given the scale of Rs.

f VoM

sty

of the judsensnt

avplicants havz cougnht direction

categories

Rate

grouped together and calied Supervisor

97
Lo T

Sy

01.01.1973  on

refixation of

for

g
R

list

1

T g a e b
NRCAN R RV N

praetismen

or

Migh Court) have been placed junior to

visor A" are shown

e Apnewure A0

retered to in para

to

4 {(gwaxure 9 ibid)

P

]

arovp_of

AT given

&5 menticned in para 32

'A' - which as stated therein

categories also - are the benefici
of different Benches of the Tri

examine these orders.

shove the Zupervisor

include the allied

aries of four oarders

bunal. We can now

pecisian of the Jabalpur Bench in 0a182/87 -

Dharzs Hath Singh Vs U.0.1

.
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The 3rd Pay Commission recommended for the
~Supervisor "A™ Group the pav scale of Rs. 380-560
only, while it recommended Rs. 425-700 for 50% of the
Senior Draftsmen. Before 01.01.1973. Supervisor "A"
Group and the Senior Draftsman were on the same pay
scale. The Supervisor 'A' aroup claimed that they
should be given the same pav scale of Rs. 425-700
from 01.01.1973. The respondents granted them qn]y
the pay scale of Rs. 425-640 from 01.03.1977 by an
order dated 21.05.1977. However, on their
representation, in which it was pointed out that 50%
of Senior Draftsman have been given the scaie of Rs.
425-700. a High Power Committee examined the matter
and recommended that the pay scale of Rs. 425-700
should be given to them also from 01.01.1973. This
was not imnlemented by Government. Hence. 0A No.
182/87 -~ Dharam Nath Singh & Ors. ¥s U.0.1. was
filed. That 0A was u]timate?y‘dec%ded py the Jabalpur
Bench on 18.01.1989 (page 83) on the basis of an
agreement between the parties. The respondents
offered the following terms for settlement on the

basis of instructions from the Ordnance Factory Bosra:

ale of Rs. 425-700 mav bLe

"{a} Pay sc
jonally w.ee.f. 01.01.1973:

granted not

(h) Fixation of pay will be done on that
basis;

(c) No arrears on account of the revised
fixation of pay will be granted; and

{d) The proposal will be valid it all the
applicants accept the same.”

The respondents also requested that Supevisor
"a" and Senior Draftsman should be  specifically

mentioned and fixed in the pay scale of Rs, 425-700
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w.e.f. 01.01.1973.  The Tribunal. therefore, ordered

that "Senior praftsman and Supervisot mav and  allied
categories shall be entitled to fixation of pay and
‘ceniority w.e.f. 01.01.1973" on the terns agraed
petween the partiss as stated above. No arrears on
account of revised fixation would be aranted for
period before 06.05.1988 when the compromise wWas

reached.

35. pecision of the New Dombay Bench in_ T4

440/86 M.P. Saha & Anr. Vs U.0.I. 8 0re.

5imilarly situated persons had sought relicfs
even earlier than pharam Nath 3ingh & Ors. referred
to above. Their application was received on transfer
in the New Bombay nench of the Trﬁbuna1 and registered
as TA 440/86 - M.P. Saha & Ors. Vs U.0.I. & Ors. A
decision was, however, rendered therein on 20.01.1989,
i.e. twa days after Dharan Nath Singh's case Was
decided by the Jahalpur Bench. The applicants spught
a disposal on the same terms which were offered to the
applicants in 0A 182/87 before the Jabalpur Bench.
Shri Rawesh Darda. the learned counsel for Govt., is
stated to have informed the Bench, on instructions,
that the rccpondents wWere prepared to give seniority
to the applicants from 01.01.1973 at  par with
Chargeman. 1he 08 was disposed of on these terms on
‘;2ﬁ§01;1989 (p.98). ‘subsequently, by order dated
11 561990 (5.99) in Review Petition No. 19/89, the
'fgference to the statement attributed to Shri Ramesh
:Dé}da that the respondents were prepared to give

seniority from 01.01.1973 was deleted. However, the



Bench itself directed that "the applicants he aiven
seniority from 01.01.1973 at  par with Chargeman

Grade-11."

36, De¢1sﬂ0n of the Calcutta Bench in 0A 495/86

= Birender Math Sshoo & Ors. Vs. U.0.I. &

Or

&

Soon  thereafter, on 01.03.1989 the Calcutta
Bench too delivered a Judgement (Page 93) in a
similar case i.e. O0A 495/86 - Birendra Nath Sshoo &

Ors. Vs U.0.1. & Ors. Reference was made to the

[sRn BFES)

fer decd n of the Jabalpur Bench in 04 182/87

and thn following order was passed :

"(1) The applicants shall be granted the pay
scale of Rs. 425-700/- notionally with
effect fram 01.01.1973:

(2} Fixation of their pay will be done on
that basig:

{3} to arrears conh account of revised
Fixation of ay shall be granted til1 the
date of this order;

(4) Seniority of the applicants shall be
fixed taking 1nto account the fact that they
have  been gqranted the scale of Rs.

425-7007- with effcct from 0L.01.1973. This
seniority  wil  be taken into account while
determining their senioritv in the poste to
which they have been promoted from the posts
in which they enjoyed the pay scale of Rs.
425-700.

No arrears shall be pavable on account of
such  fixation of seniority, but their pay
shall be fixed  notionally taking inte
account  the seniority granted by this
crder.”

37. Further decision of Calcutta Bench 1 04&-

© 482/89 Bimal Baran Chakraborty & Ors. Ys.

U.0.1.

v
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A further refinement in regard to determining
seniority along with a ciarification was given by the
calcutta Berch  in oA 282/€9 - Bimal Baran Chakrgva?f¥

& Ors. ¥s U.0.I. & Ors. in which the applciants

wanted the order in Birendra Nath sahoo's case (para

36 refers) to be applied to them. The O0A was disposed

of on 25.04.1990 with the following directions :

ppiicants in the
s on 01.01.1973
2l - be

should be refixed on the pasis that they
were also appointed to that grade on that

"1y The seniority of the a
grade of Rs. 425-700 8

date:

31y After drawing up the seniority list of
all officiais in the grade of P¥s. ADE=700
as stated 2bovs ard as  ardersd by this
Tritunal  in A 408/86, wromotions 1o Wigher
grades should be reviewed and regulaced
according to the senjority 1ist so drawn up.

131) Pronotions alreaqgy  made to higher
grades of Rs. 550-750/- and Rs. 700-900/-
need not be disturned. If the applciants on
the basis of their revised seniority_ as
indicated above. are found fit for promotion
Yo higher arades from rrgf"spective dates,

s

Sheir  seniority n those a 125 should be
fixad above  thair jupiors  ab revised
sENior Viet as on Lhie U3 ey they are  $6
foun Howover. they will draw pay in

e qher grades on Wt

of their premoticn. Dut their pay on such
promotion should be fixed as if they had
actusily beer promoted on the dates thev
qug‘ﬁjgmﬁgﬁvgﬁgmption,"(emphasis added)

36. It has to be noted here that in so far
as Supervizor AT is concerned,  the Ministry of

Defance had issued a letter dated 30.01.1980 (p. Z24)

~ which reads as follows :

i

f

™ "1 am directed to convey the sanction of the

pre=ident to_ the merger of the posts _of

Superyisgr  TAT (Tecr.: and other allicd

catequrigs Senior Plenner. Senior Rate-Fixer
ana

- rior Estimator in the scale of Rs.
%25~15~SGO*E&~1S"560~20v?OU/~ in  Ordnance
and Ordnance Equipment Factories including
the DGOF Hars. and OEF Hgrs. with that of
Charciman  br.ll {(Tech.) in the Non-Gazetted
astab) ishment w.e.f. 01.01.1980.
Consequently upon merager, the revised
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strenath in the grades of Chargeman_ Gr.
1(Tech.) and Charge%an EF.II (Tec%l) will he

shown in the Annexurea attached

hereto."(emphasis given)

In none of the judgemgnts mentioned in paras
34 to 37, this letter appears to have been brought ta
the-notice of the Benches. Hence, the implications of

this order for purposes of seniority as Chargeman Il

was, net considered in these judgements.

39. Consequent upon these judgements/orders
of the Tribunal, the Ministry issued the order dated
07.08.1982 (Annexure 9 of 0OA 396/91), (i.e., A&sit
Kumar Shreemany's case) aranting the pay scale of Rs.
425-700 to Supervisor "&" group from 01.01.1973 with
arrears pavavle from 07.05.1988. This has Dbeen
chalienged 1in that 0A (Para 32 refers). That 04 also
cha]1énges the ravised seniority  1ist issued on
17.06.1991 (Page 225) and seeks a direction to
maintain the seniority as notified by thé Annexure 6

(ibid) order dated 09.04.1967.

40, Foudrth  category, i.e, remaining 0% of

Sonidr Drafrsmen {(given seniority as

Charcemen=-I11I from 1.1.16980.

We have now to deal with the remaining 50% of
Draftsman who were not given the scaie of Rs. 425-700
from 01.01.1%73 but were Kkept on the scale of Rs.

330--560. To identify them, we describe them as the

51

residual Sr. Draftsmen. They successfully challenged
this decision of Government before the Supreme Court
oh grounds of discrimination. That petition was
allowed by the Suprame Court in the  famous judgement

- P, Savita and Ors. V¥s U.0.I. & Ors. (1985 SCC (L

)
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8 S}-826). - The Supreme Court held that this decisian

was an insiénce of arbitrary and rank discrimination
and directed that the pay scale Rs. 425-700 be paid
to the residual Sr. Draftsman also. Thereafter. tre
residual Sr. Draftsmen filed OA g8/86 (P, Savita &
176 Ors. Ys U.0.I. & Ors.) before the Jabalpur
bench, claiming the same benefit the High Court of
Madhya Pradssh  had granted to 50% sr. Draftsmen who

were given  the rn&v szate of Rs. 427700 frow

. - . PN DU o | .

01.01.19/2 on  ihe  rECORAELLETTON oF tna Third  Pay
1 LI A S A WY A AT T A% -~ . -

Commissiz in MNP LY8A7C% S LODE/84 (Pares 40 Va 30

supra refer).

y S 41, That OA was dispesed of by the order
dated 13.02.1991 (P.172). The Tribunal observed that
the order dated 30.01.158G (p.224) nmerging from
01.01.1980 *he cadre of Supervicor "8 and allied

categories with Chargsman 11 f241ed te include the Sr.

Draftsran. (Nyigusty, thin refers 1o the residual

jesusd & cocbined

Tiet daied 09.04.1987 (Annexure 6 of OA

~
P The Berch then refers to the decision taken
RPN Level III in June 1920 whereby all such
coa
15
P07
T &
-
.4 -\3} . , '
N ek A Supervisars A", Orders were issued on 01.07.1980 -

For the reasen mentioned  dn the order of the Bench
dated 5.0 a0 (P72t which we shall revert
Tater or. the Up wic aisposed of with a direction to
proper = an ihtegratoc sentority 1ist including the

apptire s (i.e. the residual Sr. Draftsman) from
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the date "they are merged and redesignated as
Chargeman-6r. II." There was a}so a further direction
that the respondents should alse examine and consider
the recognition of the Sr. Draftsman with ef fect from
01.01.1973 keebing in view the observations of that
Bench in 5.B. Chkraborty & Ors. Vs U.0.I. & Ors,
M& 24789 decided on 07.02.1991 (paras 15 to 17 supra
refer)., This aspect of inter-se seniority has also
not been adverted toiﬁn the referral judgement of the

Jabalpur Bench.

42, Fifth category of Chargemen - Regularly

appointed Chargemen-11 who claim seniority

over categories 2 & 3.

We now come to the last group of persons who
are aggrieved by the orders of the Ministry. They are
Chargeman 11 who have either been appointed directly
or by promotion from the feeder category of Sr.
Draftsman and Supervisor & and allied cateasries on or
after 01.01.1973. These appointments/promotions were
made in accordance with the Recruitment Rules long
hefore orders were passed either deciaring that  Sr.
Draftsmen have to be treated as Chargemen 11 from
01.01.1973 (para 29 supra refers) or that Supervisor
"1" and allied categories have to be given seniority
as Charageman 11 from 01.01.1973 (orders  dated
17.06.1991 (P 22%)). These grievances are voiced by
the applicants in CA 91/93 of the Jabalpur Bench -

A.K. Mukhopadhya & Ors. Vs U,0.1I. & Ors. - now
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renumbered as 0A 2601/94 and 0A 293793 of the Jabalpur
Bench - U.D. Rai & Ors. vs U.C.L, & QOrs, now
renumbered as 0A-2598/94. Both these 0A have been

referred to the Larger Bench by the referral order of

the Jabalpur Bench.

43, Particulars of the four 0Ag reterred to the

Full Bench.

We can first notice some more particulars af
four out of five cases that have been referred to this
Full Bench. The 5th 0.A. (0.A. No. 350/93 of thie
Jabalpur Bench H.S. Ramamurthy and Anr. Vs. Union
of India & Ors.), has already been disposed of by
another Fu11 RBench sitting at Jabalpur Bench vide

their decision dated 16.11.1994 (Page 175).

(3) 9.4, No. 91/93, A.K. Mukhopadhvav and four others

Vs. General Manager, Grey Iron Foundary, Jabalpur

and ~wo others.

This 1is renumbered as Q.A. 2601/84 of the
P-incipal Bench. The  applicants were Chargemen

”;xf$523$§4g~11 prior to 01.01.1980. They appear to have
- %

R lﬁ%¢n4ﬂirect1y recruited as Chargemen Grade-II. On the

T
date ff filing the 0.A., the first four applicants
S
éégﬁéd as Chargemen Grade-1 while applicant No. 5 was
hi;féiééiing as fhssistant Foreman which is a still higher
post. Their grievance relstes to the higher notional
seniority given to Supervisor "AY. The Supervisors
"4 were redesignated as Chargeman Grade-I1 w.e.v.

01.01.1980. MHowever, they have been given notional

seniority w.e.f. 01.01.1973 and are placed above the
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applicants in the grade of Chargeman Grade-11. This
came to the knowledge of the applicants by the order

of promotion dated 08.02.1992, Annexure ‘=1 which

promotes one N.M. Dﬁksﬁita, Chargeman Grade-I to the

post of Assistant Foreman.

This order has been issued in pursuance to
the Ordnance Factory Board's letter dated 21.04.1992
Annexure A-1(a). This is an important  document
becaﬁse.it exb1ains how the combined seniority of all
Technical personnel as  Chargeman Grade-11, sSr.
Draftsman, Supervisor ™A™ (Yech), Sr. Planner, Sr.
Rate Fixer and Sr. Estimator as on 01.01.1973 has
heen revised. It is contended that while granting
promotion by Annexure A-1 to Shri N.M. Dikshita and
fixing seniority as on 01.01.1973, the principles of
Taw 1aid down in MA 24/89 (B.B. Chakravorty and
Others Vs Union of India & Others) (Page 12%) have

been ignored.

Thus, in this case the directly recruited
Charaeman Grade-I1I, or even those reaularly promoted
55 Chargeman-11 - who are in position after 01.01.1873
are agqrﬁeved. by  the seniority given to the
Supervisors TA" in the grade of Chargeman-11 from
01.01.1973. This has been referred to in para 42

supra.

(i) 0.A. 275/93 of Jabalpur Bench, Mannu_lLal and 14

Ors. Vs Union_of India and another,
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“e - _This~ is renumbered as OA .2591/94 of the
Principal Bench. These applicants are also aggrieved
by the $eniority 1ist dated 24.01.19592 referred to in
the first case, OA 2601/94 (A.K. Mukhopadhyav 8 Ors.
Vs Union of India & Ors.) referred at {1) supra. Tiey
are also aggrieved by the subsequent order dated
95.02.1993 (Annexure A-17) which communicates the
order dated 23.02.1993 of the Ordnance Factory Board
which reads as follows @

"Subt- Promotion to Foreman/Tech-
Cancellation of .

By reason of the Judgement dt 30-12-81 OM
Ho.88 of 1991 passed by the Hon'hle CA7T
Calcutta the promotion order issued Order
OFB  NO.3265/E(T)/a/NG dt. 31-7-1989 stands

A quashed. Accordingly, the said promotion
order became non-existent from 30-12-91. 50
the beneficiaries of the said promotion
order stand reverted. This is subject to
the outcome of pending cases in the Hen'ble -
Supreme  Court Viz. sLP Nos.13257/91,
14071/91 (KKM Nair & others Vs. uer &
others and o.K. Anenthamurthy ¥s, UOI &
Qthers).”

(i3) 0A=276/93 (Jabalpur Bench) (K.D. Roy &

Anr.  vs.  4.0.1. & Ors.) renumbered as 0A-2597/94) .

In this case, the complaint of the applicants
js that by the Jimpugned Annexure A-7 order dated
” 23,2.1993 they are sought ta be reverted. The main

resson for reversion is that this is in pursuance of

i

eﬁgﬁder dated 30.12.1991 of the Calcutta Bench in
' wﬁ;?%;?l (Sudhir Kumar Mukherjee & Ors. vs. U.0.1.
5 » Wi &:Gislypara 22 f(supra) refers. That ordér cof  the
;¢i frjbuna1 related to dquashing of the seniority Tist
\‘.**¥ﬁmf' fﬁ'datéd 27.7.89 and the orders of promotion dated

21.7.89 and 29.9.1989. The applicants state that

their prbmotion i hased on the seniority Tist dated
24.4.1937 and not on the seniority list dated

27.7.1989. This exactly was the issue in the fifth
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case referred by the. Jabalpur gench 0A No.350/93 (H.S.
Rgmamurthy & Anr.) which has been disposed af
separately by the Full Bench sitting at Jabalpur by
the order dated 16.12.94 (page 179). The Full Bench
decided to modify the final order of Jabalpur Bench to
save such cases from the mischief of the directions of

that Bench.

(iv) 0A-293/93 (Jabalpur Bench) (U.D. Roy &

Anr. vs. U.0.I1. & Ors.) renumbered as 0OA No, 2804/24

In this case, the applicants are directly
fecruited chargeman who have been appointed on or
after 1.1.1973  and are aggrieved by the senicrity
given to Supervisors ‘A’ as Chargeman Grade II. This
i similar to the case of Mukhopadhaya referred to

above at serial No.{i).

A4, Procedure followed by the Full Bench.

(i) Considering the nature of the dispute and
the need felt to settle the disputed issues once and
for all, the Full Bench sitting at Jabalpur gave a
direction on 15.12.1994 in 0A 91/93 of that Bench,
i.e. ALK, Mukhopadhyay Case (0.A. 2601/94  of

Principal Bench) as follows :

" The dispute in this petition relates  to
senjority on the post of Chargeman Grade-I1.
After hearing the learned counsegl of parties
it appeared that appointment to this post
was made from various sources. In the writ
petition only the Union of India and its
officers have been impleaded as respondents.
The incumbents who have been drawn from
various sources have not been inpleaded.
They are in large numbers. accordingly,

ﬁ
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their  impleadment by  name would be
: v inconvenient. We consider it appropriate in
Lo e order to give finality to the dispute that
AT general notice be given to all categories of
7 : persons.”

This 0A and the cannected 0OAs were then
transferred to the Principal Bench by the order of the
Hon'ble Chairman.  MA 124/95 was filed by the
applicants that the parties could be better served if
the official/respondents (i.e. Govt.) are directed to
issue the said notice through a Factory Order.
Suitable directions were given to Gavernment in this
regard to publish in a Factory Order, a copy of the

referral judgement of the Jabalpur Bench and also

indicating that  interested parties could seek

+

impleadment.

45,  Such notices were pub]ishedv and in
response thereto 327 MAs have been filed in three OAs
(0A-2601/94 = 301, 04-2598/94 = 4 and 04-2591/94 =22).
We have rejected those MAs where the applicants sought
impleadment as additional applicants and not as
additional respondents. Thus 3 MAs in OA 2598/94
(U.D. Roy's case), 19 MAs in 0A 2591/94 {Mannu Lal's

I 4 case) nave been rejected.

L lRaa L

M . 46. Thus, we now have in all 305 Mas filed
“,in the éBove Dhs. They have either filed separate

>§£ep1ieg§i6 the OAs or they have set out their case in
.\;\»@T o RS

v

’ .héfgég itself.

47. While the four 0OAs (excluding O0A
NO.350/1993, of the Jabalpur Bench) referred by the
Jabalpur Bench to the Hon'ble Bench for being dispased

of by a larger Bench were pending, there were a number

»
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of similar other applications pending in various
Benches. By the orders of the Hon'ble Chairman, the
0As not filed before the Principal Bench were
transferred to the Principal Bench and he further
directed that they should be disposed of along with
the four DAs referred by the Jaba1pﬁr Bench to the
Larger Bench. Thus, we are now dealing with a batch
of 42 cases, including the four cases referred by the
Jabalpur Bench. We have heard a11 the counscl  whao
appeared for varioug parties. We also  gave an
opportunity to the individuals who appeared in person

and did not have any counsel to assist them.

48. Classification of cases,

In spite of the Hon'ble Chairman's order.
there was a dispute that all these other cases are not
concerned with the issues raised before this Full
Bench. We have treated A.K. Mukopadhvay's case (0A
MNo.2601/94 of Principal Bench) as the main case for

recarding of orders. On 20.3.1995 we took up each

}

case separately with a view to classifying them into

W
(‘i

three groups:

i) In the first group, there are 31 cases.
These are cases about which bo?h parties
agree that they are properly referred to the
Full Bench.

1) The second group includes %  cases. /These
are cases about which both the parties agree
that they are not concerned with the issues

raised before the Full Bench.



i31). drare are 6 cases in the third group.
These are cases about which only one party
submits that the issues raised are similar

to the issue raised in the Full Bench cases.

49, We decided that this Full Bench should
deal with all those cases about which the parties are
agreed that they have been rightly referred to this

Bench.

50. In OAs regarding which there is dispute
among the parties as to whether the 0A partains to the
dispute before the Full Bench or not, our orders are

given at the end.

51. The disputed issues having a class character,

We can now discuss the merits of the disputed
issues.  We take thesze disputes. asn . far. as. possiblz,

in the following order:

i) Case of Supervisors 'A" who have claimed

accelerated promotion as Chargeman-1I on the

i | basis of the order dated 6.11.1992 of the

Director General Ordnance Factory granting
promotion after completion of two years on
the basis of Virendra Kumar's case (AIR 1981

SC 1775) and the sequel fhereto.

i) Cases of other Supervisors 'A'who are
simitarly situated Tike those at Serial

s

Mo (i)Y  in respect of wham arders have been



1)

iv)

(V)

passed by Courts other than the Supreme
Court of India (i.e. Jjudgement of M.P.
High Court dated 4.4.1983 in M.P. 174 of
1981 (Dilip Singh Chauhan & Others) and five
other MPs and, decisions of the Jabalpur
Bench i B.H. Ananthanurthy's case and
avindra Nath Gupta's case (T.A. 322/86 and

Ta 104/86).

Case of 50% Senior Draftsmen who have

claimed seniority as Chargeman Grade-Il from

O3

1.1.1973 based on the judgement of the M.P.
High Cdurt in the Yoginder Pal Singh's case

(M.P, 312/81).

Case of the residual 50% Senior Draftsmen
who were not initia11y given the pay sca
of Rs; 425-700 from 1.1.73 in respect of
whom the Jabalpur Bench of the Tribunal has
passed orders in 0.A. 88/1986 (P. Savita &

176 Qthers Vs. Union of India & Others).

Case of the Supervisors 'A' and allied
groups for seniority as Chargeman-11 from
1.1.1973 based on the judgements of the
Benches of this Tribunal at Jabalpur (0.4,
182/87, Dharam Nath Singh's Case), MNew
Rombay (TA 440/86, H.P. Saha's case) and
Calcutta  (0.A.  A95/86, Birendra Nath
Sahoo's case and 0.A. 289/83, Bimal Baran

Chakravorty's case).

T -
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(vi) - Lase of Chgrgeman:ll who have been directly

recruited  on or after 1.1.1573 or have been
so promoted regularly  from the feeder
grades, 1in accordance with Rules who have a
grievance against a1l the above groups 1in

respect of seniority as Chargeman-11.

52. Case of the Supervisors A ko have ¢leimed

accelerated promotion as Chargeman—-11 on the

basis of the Director General Ordnance

Factory's circular dated £.11.1962 {(Serial

Meo 1 ¢f para 513,

4 As  car be seen from paras 5 to 24 supra, the
sequence of events in regard to these claimants are as

follows:

(1) Claim of Virender Kumar and others to get
promoted after completing two years of
service as Supcrvisors 'AY on the basis of
the DBOF's circular dated 6.11.1862 was
negatived by the Division Bench of the
#11ahabad  High Court. In appeal, the

“ompege Courc allewed their claim in a short

order (AIF 1981 SC 1775) reprcduced in para

; 7 supra.
‘.f
I .
| £11) Based on this decision of the Supreme Court,
~ . ) e
i ‘v#&?”% the Madhya Pradesh High Court allowed M.P.

No. 17471981 (Dilip Singh Chauhan's case)
and five other petitions, including M.P.
971982 filed by K.K.M. Nair and others

&y

{para B refers). GSLP filed against this
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“'"S/(f‘
decision was dismissed by the Supreme Court.
Thereupon., a revised seniority was drawn up
on  20/25.2.1987 (Page 15} giving antecated
seniorfty to  aNl these  petitionsrsz,
Petitions were filed by others before the
Supreme Court claiming benefits given to

Vifender Kumar and others in AIR 1981 SC

j

1775, Virender Kumar & others also fils
contempt petition for implementing | the
Supreme  Court's  above order. Thaese
petitions were heard in  detail by the
Supreme Court in Paluru's case (AIR 18605C
166). & gist of the order is reproducsad at
paras 10 and 11 supra. The Supreme Court
held that the petitioners had no right *to
accelerated promotion based on  eéxeculive
instructions de hors the statutory rules.
The contempt petition filed by VYirender
Kupar and  others wes diszissed bot it was
held  that  they should be granted thns:  same
relief as the petitioners before the  M.P.

High Court were given by the decision dated

4.4.1983 of that Court.

Based on this Jjudgement of the Supreme
Court, the seniority of Virender Kumar and
others in Chargeman-I1 and higher arades was
revised by the order of the Ordnance Factory
Board dated 27.7.1989 (Annexurs A-8 in Mannu

Lat's case - 0.4. 2591/94).
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The revised seniority 1ist referred to in
{17) above, adversely  affected certain
Chargeman-11 who were earlier ranked senior
to the petitioners in the M.Ps. disposed of
by the M.P. High Court and had been issued
without giving them a hearing. Hence,
Shishir Kumar Chattopadhvay & Ors. filed
0.4, Na. 217.87 impleading all the
beneficiaries of the judgement of the M.P.
High‘ Court. This 0A was allowed by the
Jebalpur  Bench of the Tribunal. The

impugned seniority 1ist was guashed.

In appeal, the Supreme Court wupheld that
decision of the Tribunal (K.K.M. Nair and
Ors. V¥s. Union of Iﬁdﬁaﬁ 1993(2) SCALE
4697, an  extract of that judgement 13
reproduced in paras 20 and 21 supra. It was
held that, after the circular  dated
20.1.1966 was issued (Para © refers).,
prbmotﬁcn, as Chargeman-II, could not be
rade just on completion of two years service

as Supervisor 'A' and that there was no

' legal foundation  for any such  early

promotion. Hence, such promotions could not

be given. This knocked the bottom of the

case of the appellants before the Supreme

Court and hence it was held that the order
dated  20/25.2.1987 giving ante-dated
seniority (vide (i) above) could not be

systained.



53.  The learned councel for the ’appTicants

in such cases, (e.g. Mannulal's case 0A-2581/94 of
PE) namely, S/Shri V.K. Tankha and S. Nagu éontended
that the decision of the Supreme Zourt in Yirpeeoas
Kumar's case as modified by the judgement in Paluru's
case, had not been upset by this  Tribunal in
Chattopadhyay's case, i.e. 0& 217/87. Therefore, the
higher ante-dated senidrity given *to them by ‘the
revised seniority 1ist dated 27.7.1989 (Annexure A-8
in Mannu Lal's case) could not have bzen cahce??ad by
Government. Nor could that seniority list have been

cancelled by Government on the basis of the decision

of the Calcutta Bench in 0.4. 99/91 {Skishir  Kumar
Mukherjee's case) referred to in para 22. In any case
the Supreme Court's decision in K.K.H. Hair's case

[19293(2) SCALE 469 will not apply to these persons who

were not parties to that judgement .

54, We have carefully considered these
contentions, Before proceeding on merits, the facts
have to be .correctly recorded. The decision of the
Calcutta Bench of the Tribunal on 30.12.91 in 0A-99/91
{Sizshir Kumar Mukhopadhyvay's case) has nothing to do
with Government's decision to cancei‘the refixation of
seniority done on 27.7.8% (paras 22 & 23 refars).
That order had already been issued by Governmen: on
17.6.91 (page 225). Para 6 (i1) of that order reads

as under:-

"(11) Amendments were made to this Sentority
List based on the judgements referred to
above vide orders
No.3265/Seniority/Dip//&4/NG Dt. 20/25.2.87,
29.3.88, 30.3.88, 18.11.88, 13.1.89 - and
17.11.89 Nos.3265/Seniority/Dip/VK/A/NG
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dated  27.7.89 and 11.6.90 and No

100/Misc/0/NG Dt. 9.4.87 respectively were
~issued.

Those orders will be treated as cancelled in

view of the judgements dt. 7,14 & 13.2.81

5f C&T  (Jabalpur) referred to in para 5

above.”

Therefore the seniority Tist dated 27.7.89
was cancelled because of the three judgements of the
Jabalpur Bench referred to therein. They are (i) the
judgement dated 7.2.91 in MA-24/91 {S.B.
Chakravorty's case paras 15 to 17 refer), (11) the
judgement dated 14.2.91 in 0A-217/87 {Chattopadhyay's
case (paras 18 & 19 refer) and (1i1) judgement dated
13.2.91 in OA B8/Y6 (P. Savita's case - paras 40 & 41
refer). The Ministry's order dated 17.6.91 does not

state the reasons why this revised seniority was

cancelled.

E5.  However, we are satisfied that this

order is fully Jjustified by the decision of the

Supreme Court in K.K.M. Nair's case. That decision

(1993 (2) SCALE  468) sealed the fate cof  the
petitioners hefore the Madhya Pradesh High Court in

M.P. No.174/01 and five other petitions who were all
Lﬁﬁq??ﬁdﬁz:m?bspondents in  08-217/87 fited by S.K.
e ' Chattopadhyay before the Jabalpur Bench, in‘so far as
. “Fheir claims for antedated seniority as Chargsman II,
-re1yﬁng on the decision of the Supreme Court in AIR

1981 5C 1775 (Yirendsr Kumar's case), is concerned.

Therefore. in respect of these persons the Supreme
Court finally held that there was no case for granting
them any promotion from any ear)ier date based on the
circular dated 6.11.1982. It is, no doubt, true that
the respondents in  217/87 did not include Virender

Kumar ard others who were the beneficiaries of the
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Supreme Court's judgement in AIR 1981 SC 1775. But

the Supreme Court clabified in Paluru's case (AIR 1990
SC 166) that Virendra Kumar and others can get no
other reief than what was given by the M.p. High
Court to thev petiticenrs before them in the petitions
No.174/81 and five other petitions. That relief,
particularly the one relating to grant of higher
seniority  based on automatic bromotion, as
Chargeman-11  after completing 2 vyears servicas as
Supervisor 'A' and the consequential revision of the
senfority  Tist, was struck down by the Jaba?puf Baneh
in Chattopadhyvay's case (0A No.217/87). That decision
of the Jabalpur Bench was upheld by the Supreme Court
in K.K.M.  Nair's case. If this is the final decision
of the Supreme Court in respect of the petiticners
befare the M.P. High Court, Virendra Kumar and athers
cahnot be given any better benefit, because of the
terms of the judgement of the Supreme Court in
Paiuru's case supra, which specifically disposed of
the Contempt Petition filed by VYirendra Kumar and
others {ths abwe??ants in Civil Appeal No.441/91). 1In
that judaement, the Court held, inter alia "™it wauld
be appropriate that the appellants in Civil Appeal
No.441/1981 may also be granted the same relief which
was granted to the petitioners in the writ petitions
before the Madhya Pradesh High Court.™ As stated
above, the benefit given to those petitioners was
quashed by  the Tribunal in Chattopadhyay's case
(CA-217/87)  and this was upheld by the Supreme Court.
Hence, no relief is due to Virendra Kumar and others.
They will also share the fate of the appellante before
the Supreme Court in K.K.M. Nair's case. Therefore,

the Annexure A-8 seniority Tist dated 27.7.1089 in



Mannulal's case  (0A4-2591/94) giving antedated

seniority  as Chargeman II has no legal foundation and
hence it was rightly cancelled by Government.

Therefore, this 0.A. s 1iable to be dismissed.

56. It is only necessary to add that the
applicants in TA-322/86 and TA-104/84 (i.e. B.H.
Anantamurthy and Ravinder Nath's cases) decided by the
Jabalpur Bench cannot be in a better position than
Virendra Kumar and others and the petitioners before
the Madhya Pradesh High Court. More so, when the
scope of the directions given by that Bench in  these
two TAs was subsequently clarified by the order in
review in M.A. 24/1989 filed by §.B. Chakraborty and
others whicn has been extracted in para 15 supra. The
Bench clarified that it was not intended to give the
applicants in the TAs any higher seniority over those
who had alreadv been promoted as Chargeman-I1 before

them.

57. One more foot note has to be added. It
will be seen that  the applicants in both

Gnanthamurthy's case TA-322/86 and Ravindra Nath's

f;*f%!ﬂgéjﬂ—104/86) decided by the Jabalpur Bench are

Science Graduates (para 9 refers). Supervisors 'A'

who were Science Graduates = c¢laimed that  like

<

‘Supervisors A who were diploma holders in
Engineering, they are also entitled to be promoted as
Chargeman-11 after completing two years' service . as
Supervisor YATY, This  was allowed in  B.H.
Ananthamurthy's case supra. But a Full Bench of the
Tribunal sitting at Bombay to hear 0A-169/87 (Abraham

Thomas & 25 Others vs. UOI & Ors.) and a batch of 0As
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promoted as . Chargeman I, without first making them
Chargeman  11. The proper course could, perhaps, have
been to give a direction to screen the Senior
Draftsmen so as to identify such of thenm as could he
absorbed as Chargemen II from 1.1.15873, even thoush nc
promotion was involved., On that basis, an order ot
absorption of such Senior Draftesmen as Chargeman Il
could have been passed and such Senior Draftsmen could
then have been considered to be in the cadre of
Chargemen II from the date of such absorption.
Alternatively, it was open to Government to merge the
cadre of 50% of Senior Draftsmen with the cadre of
Chargemen I1I, as was done in the case of Supervisor
*A' by the orders dated 30.1.1980 w.e.f. 1.1.1980

ipara 38 refers).

61, Ba that as it may, the fact of the
matter s that., that decision of the M.P. Migh Court
that 50% of the Senior Draftsmen are entitled ta be
treated as  Chargemen I ¥rom 1.1.1973 in pursuance of
circular dated 4.7.1978 and be given seniority from
that date was reiterated by the same Court in two
subzequent  decisions in M.P. No.1944/84 and 1555/84
(para 28 refers). 1t was further held by the Court
that the decision should be made applicable not only
to the petiticners who appeared before thie Court  Dbutl
to all similarly situated persons. The Letiers Patent
Appeals in  the latter two cases were dismissed. The

the decision in these twc LPAs

pes

S.L.P. filed agains
was also dismissed by the Supreme Court by the order

dated 28.7.86.
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62. As this decision became final, a revised
senicrity “1ist of 50% of the Draftsmen who had been
§ﬁven the pay scale of Rs.425-700 from 1.1.1973 was
notified on 9.4.87 (Annexure 6 ibid). In the absence
of anv other judicial decision to the contrary giving
any different direction, the respondents could not
have altered that seniority given to the‘ Senior
Draftﬁmen by the ahove orders. That. in the nutshell,
is the argument of Sh. Y.B. Phadnis and Sh. N.Y.
Phadris, the learned counsel for the applicants in

0A-393/91 (Shresmany’s case).

63, On the contrary, Sh. Ramesh Dérda for
the Government states that subsequent thereto, there
has been a direction by the three Benches of the
Tribunal, i.e., Jahalpur, New Bombay & Calcutta to
accord seniarity  to  Supervisors 4t also  from
1.1.19735. 1t is»Government's stand that, therefore,
the senioritv of Chargemen II on 1.1.1873 was required
to be recast, taking into account the judéements in
favour of the Senior Draftsmen and the judgements in

- | .
'favour of Supervisors 'A' and allied categories. Both
groups we}e given seniority from same date, i.e,
‘1g§.1923§ Therefore, inter-se-seniority had to be
Y .

A
dgtigﬁ'hed only on the basis of the inter-se-seniority
.

| whifh existed befors 1.1.1973.

o

4. That takes us to a consideration of item
{v) of Parz 51 at this stage itself as the items (317)
and (vi) are inter linked. This contention of the
Ramesh Darda, at first blush, appears to be a

plausible explanation of the decision of Government to
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recall the seniority Tist issued in 1987 in favour of
the Senior Draftsman. However, on closer scrutiny, we

do not find much merit in this argument.

65. In the first place, the judgements
delivered by the M.P. High Court 4in the Senior
Draftsmen's cases and the consequential orders of
sen?ority issued on 09.04.1987 are all anterijor to the

encheas of the Triounal

3

orders of  the various
regafdﬁng seniority in the case of Supervisaors TA'.
Secondly, unlike the M.P. High Court's judgéments in
the Senior Draftsmen's cases, where the main issues
whether seniority should be given from 1.1.1973 on the
ground that the same pay scale has already been given
from the date was deliberated at length con merits.
There is no such discussion in the orders of the
Tribunal in the cases of the Supervisors '4' about the
issues of seniority. The orders appear to have passed
an the basis of the consent given by Government. A&s a
matter of fact, in one case (T.A. 440/%6 of the Now
Bombay Bench) (para 35 refers). it was later found in
review that no such consent had been given by the
respondents., Nevertheless the Bench itself gave a

direction in this regard.

66. What is more important is that in none
of these cases. two Jimportant facts were brought to
the notice of the Benches. Government's failure in
this regard is inexplicable. They failed to inform

the Benches that in the case of the Senior Draftsman,

—s

the High Court of M.,P. has already passed specific
orders that they shouild be given senijority from

1.1.1973 as  Chargeman II and Government  should,

Pl
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Mannulal's  case  (0A-2591/94) giving antedated
seniority as Chargeman I1 has no legal foundation and
hence 5t Was rightly  cancelled by  Government.

There¥ore, this 0.A. is liable to be dismissed.

56. It 1is only necessary to add that the
applicants in TA-322/86 and TA-104/84 (i.e. B.H.
Anantamurthy and Ravinder Nath's cases) decided by the
Jabalpur Bench cannot be in a better position than
Virendra Kumar and others and the petitioners before
the Madhya Pradesh High Court. More so, when the
scope of the directions given by that Bench in  these
two TAs was subsequently clarified by the order in
review in M.A. 24/1989 filed by $.B. Chakraborty and
others which has been extracted in para 15 supra. The
Bench clarified that it was not intended to give the
applicants in the TAs any higher seniority over those
who had alreadv been promoted as Chargeman-11 before

them.

57. One more foot note has to be added. It
will be ssen that  the applicants in both
Ananthamurthy's case TA-322/86 and Ravindra Nath's

o\ TA-104/86) decided by the Jabalpur Bench are

- s ey Ty
AU S ¥ PAPS SN . _ .
S gcquce sraduates (para 9 refers). Supervisors 'A'

who were 5cience Graduates ~  claimed that like

‘Supervisars 'A' who were diploma holders  in

Engineering, they are also entitled to be promoted as
Chargeman-11 after completing twc years' service  as
Supervisor TAT, This  was allowed in  B.H.
Ananthamurthy's case supra. But a Full Bench of the
Tribunal sitting at Bombay tc hear 0A-169/87 (Abraham

Thomas & 25 Others vs. UOI & Qrs.) and a batch of OAs




— G o —

held on 23.8.90 (page 154) that, at any rate, the
circular 6.11.62 granting promotion on the completion
of two years service as Supervisor 'A' never applied
to Science Graduates. On that ground also, these
Science Graduates are not entitled to any eariier

promoticn or carlier seniority.

58. In cther words, all the categories of
persons mentioned in items (1) and (ii) of para 51
supra ore entitled to promotion as Chargeman 11 only
in accordance wuwith the recruitment ruies and not from
any earlier date on the basis of the circular dated
6.,11.62. dceordingly, these persons would reckon the
senjority in the grade of Chargeman II only from the
date they were promoted on the basis of the normal

rules and not  from the date of compiating two  years

59, case of B0% of Senior Draftsmen (itemA(iii)

of para 51 supra)

This is exemplified by 0A-396/91 Vof the
Principal Bench {Asit Kumar Shreemany & OCrs. V5.
U.0.i. & Ors.). The Third Pay Commissiocn divided the
senior Draftsmen  into  two categories. 50% were
reconmended the revised pay scale of Rs. 428-700, which
je the sare as  the revised nay scale recompended  to
the Chergeman 11, The remaining 50% were recommended
the lower revised pay scale of Rs.380-560 which was
alsc the pay scale given to Supervisors "Af and allied
groups. An order dated 4.7.78 appears to have been
passed on these recommendations by Government. & copy

of that order not available in the record before  us.

&
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According to Government, by this order, their decision
on the bagiS of the Third Pay Commission’s
recommendation in regard to the Senior Draftsmen was
announced, namely, that only 50% of them will get the
revised pay scale of Rs.425-700. However., a perusal
of the judeement of the M.P. High Court in Yogender
pal Singh's case (M.P. No.317/81) seems to suggest
that this order amounted to treating the Senior

Draftsmen as Chargemen II from 1.1.1973.
60. Though the facts are not fully clear, »e¢
find it necessary to observe that merely because 503
of the Senior Draftsmen were granted from 1.1.1973 the
S same scale (Rs.425-700) as was given to Chargeman II,
though, before that date, the latter post carried a
higher pre-revised scale than the former and was a
post of promotion, 1t could not have been concluded or
declared, withdut any thing more, that such Senior
Draftsmen automatically became  Chargemen I1 from
1.1.1973. The mere equality of the pay scales did not
aholich the functional differences, which obviously
existed even theresafter. On 1.1.1973, when the pay

L emg ! 2s pecane equal, the only consequence was that the

v I
v x

’ ;,¥ ' question of promoting Senior Draftsmen as Chargemzn
§ 11,could not arise because, one of the essential
benefits/ingredients of promotion is to get a Higher

3*4_ LI pay scale. But that did not mean that the two posts

got either equated or merged. It anly meant that if
the Senior Draftsmen were to get further promotion
théy should first gain an entry into the cadre of
Chargeman II which could not be automatic."This could
not have been otherwise even if, after the 4.7.1978

order was passed, the Sanior Draftsmen were direct]
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promoted as Chargeman 1, without first making them
Chargeman  II. The proper course cauld, perhaps, have
been to give a direction to  screen the  Senior
Draftsmen so as te identify such of téem as could
absarbed as Chargemen II from 1.1.1873, even thoush ne
promotion was involved. On that basis, an ordﬁr of
absorption of such Senior Draftsmen as Chargeman 11
could have been passed and such Senior Draftsmen could

L

then have besn considered to be in  the dre of

3
22

Chargemen II from the date of such absorption.
Alternatively, it was open to Government to merge the
cadre of 50% of Senior Draftsmen with the cadre of
Chargemen 11, as was done in the case of Supervisor
'A' by the orders dated 30.1.1920 w.e.f. 1.1.1980

(para 38 refers).

61, Be that as it may, the fact of tha
matter is that, that decision of the M.P. High Court
that 50% of the Senior Draftsmen are entitled to be
treated as Chargemen 11 from 1.1.1973 in pursuance of
circular dated 4.7.1978 and be given seniority fronm
that date Qas ‘reiterated by the same Court in  two
subzaquent  decisions in M.P. No.l944/84 and 1955/84
(para 28 refers). It was further held by the Court
that the decision should be made applicable not only
to the petitioners who apueared before the Court but
to all similarly situated persons. The Letters Patent
Appeals in  the latter two cases were dismissed. The
S.L.P. filed against the decision in these twoe LPAs

was also dismissed by the Supreme Court by the order

dated 28.7.86.
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62. Bs.th%s7daciéion became final, a revised
seniority “Tist of 502 of the Draftsmen who had been
given the Pay scale of Rs.425-700 from 1.1.1973 was
notified on 9.4,87 (Annexure 6 ihid). In the absence
of anv other judicial decision to the contrary giving
any differant direction, the respondents could not
have altered that seniority given to  the >Senﬁor
Draftsmen by the ahbove orders. That, in the nutsheii,
is the argument of Sh. ¥Y.B. Phadnis and Sh. N.Y.
Phadinis, the learned counsel for the applicants in

0A-393/91 (Shresmany's case),

63. On the contrary, Sh, Ramesh Darda for

the Government states that subseguent thereto, there

t has beesn a direction by the three Benches of the
Tribunal, i.e., Jabalpur, New Bombay & Calcutte to

accord seniority  to Supervisors &' also  fram

1.1.1973. It is Government's stand that, therefore,

the senioritv of Chargemen II on 1.1.1973 was required

to be recast, taking into account the judgements in

ffvour of the Senior Draftsmen and the Judgements  in

'favou; 6f Supervisors 'A' and allied cateqgories. Both

groupe we}s given seniority from same date, i.e,

oy ‘lg;.1923; Therefore, ﬁnter—se*seniority had to  be

_’ .,’iis oy .

! o
dgtﬂ@ﬁ*@d only on the basis of the inter-se-seniority
F

';;wﬁié existed before 1.1.1973.
G4, That takes us to a consideration of item
(v) of Para 51 at this stage itself as the items (34%)
and (vi) are inter Tinked. This contention of the
Ramesh Darda, at first blush, appears to he g

plausibiie explanation of the decision of Government to
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recall the senjority list sesued in 1887 in favour of
the Senior Draftsman. However, on closer scrutiny, we

do not find much merit in this argument.

65. In the first place, the judgenents
delivered by the M.p. High Court in the Senior
Draftsmen's cases and the consequential orders of
seniority issued on 09.04.1987 are all anterior to the

rdesrs of the various Renches of the Tribunal

[

regarding seniority in the case of Supervisors -
Secondly, unlike the M.P. High Court's judgéments in
the Senior Draftsmen's cases, where the main issues
whether seniority should be given from 1.1.1973 on the
ground that the same pay scale has already been given

from the date was deliberated at Tength on merits.
There is no such discussion in the orders of the
Tribunal in the cases of the Supervisorg"ﬁ‘ about the
issues of seniority. The orders  appear 1o have passed
on the basis of the consent given by Government. As a
matter of fact, in one casé (T.A. A40/86 of ihe N

pombay Bench) (para 35 refers). it was later found 1in

-

review that no such consent had been given by the
respondents. Nevertheless the Bench itself ogave a

direction in this regard.

66. What is more important is that in none
of these cases. 1w important facts were brought to
the notice of the Benches. Government's failure in
this regard is inexplicable. They failed to inform

the Benches that in the case of the Senior Draftsman.

»s
O

the HMigh Court of MW.P. has already passed specifi
orders that they should be  given senjority from

1.1.1973 as  Chargeman 11 and Government should,
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therefore, have sought further suitable directions
from the Benches a$ to how the inter se senjority of
Senior Draftsman should be  fixed vis-a-vis the
Superyisors *A' and allied categories in whose favour

the Benches gave a similar decision by consent .

-~ 7. In our view, the most serious default of
Government was 1its failure to bring to the notice of
the Benches - that a regular order absorbing of the
Sunervisors ‘3' and allied groups as Chargeman Grade
11 w.e.f. 1.1.19801had besn issued by Government by
their order dated 30.1.1980 {(para 33 refaers) and that
none of the Supervisors Grade A had questioned the

f Cyalidity of  that order of absorption in any
V procesding. Tn the circumstance that order remains
unchallenged and 18 final.
y
68, 1t may be recalled heré that the case of
the Supervisors '4' and allied groups is quite
different from that of the 50% of the Senior
Draftsmen. The Third Pay Commission did not recomnend

that they should be given the scale of Rs.425-700 from

973. Tﬁeyﬁ alang with the remaining 50% of the
¢ Draftemen were placed on a Wesser: pay scale
Thereupon, they felt aggrieved and
to Gowarnment, who voluntarily agreed 1o
ﬁﬁ%éj?ﬁﬁ%ﬁizgﬁw" offer the pay scale of Rs . A25-640 from 1.3.1977 vide
their orcer dated 21.,5.77. This was not accepted and

four Ohs were filed in the Jabalpur, New Bombay and

Ca1cutta penches wherein the main claim was that they

chould be given the rev%sed ﬁéy scale of Re.425-700

from 1.1.1973. It is while disposing of these

petitions that, at least in 2 cases. Bovernment alsa
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71, Case of the remaining 50% of the Sariar

Draftsmen (i.e. iv of para 10 supraj.

We have perused the judgement of the Jabaipur
Bench of the Tribunal in 0A~88/1986 (P. Savita & 176
others vs. U.0.1. & Others)in which this issue was
directly considered. With great respect, wWe are
unable to subscribe to the views éxpressed by that
Bench (para 41 refers). P. Savita and others won
their case in  the Supreme Court when they oot &
declaration in their favour that they too, (i.e.
remaining 50% of the Senior Draftsmen) are 2iso

entitled to the pay scale of Rs.425-700 from 1.1.1973.

-

The implication of this judgement of the Supreme Court
iz that the corders of 4.7.1978 of Government reaqarding
revision of pay scales would stand revisad
retrospectively. Instead of giving the revised pay
scales of Rs.425-700 to only 50% of the Senior
Draftsman, that order sould be read to have given that
pay scale to all Senior Draftsmen including the
residual 50%  of Senior Draftsmen. If this be so, we
are unable to see how the benetit of the N.P. High
Cogvt Judsement  in Yogendra Pal and Others (M.P.

s

/,ffgn,ﬂ”'*“ “Hp.1¥4/8L and M.P. 1944/84 and 1955/84) declaring

N

that as a consequence thereof the Senior Draftsmen
vf'giﬁ
fvshgﬁ?d also get senioritv as  Chargemen 11 from
. :"*f‘ 8

“U1.1.1973 can be  denied to this residual category of

5% Senior Draftsmen.

72. However, the learned Jabalpur Bench has
specifically  held that this residual group of Senior

Draftsmen can get such seniority only from 1.1.1880
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along with the Supervisors va' and allied Groups who
have been absorbad from that date as Chargemen 11. Nao
doubt. there 1is further direction to Government 1o
consider whether they can be given seniorﬁty from
1.1.1973. Apparent1y no other order has been passed.
This order of the Tribunal has become final., No
Senioerraftsman helonging to this category appears Lo
have challenged this arder. In the circumstance, even
though we are of the view that these Senior Graftsmen
could not have been differentiated from the Seniar
Draftsmen in whose case the orders of M.F. High Court
have bheen passed. we are hound to hald  that the
penefit of that judaement cannot be given Lo shem AN

15 decision in

the 1ight  of the Japalpur Bench
0A-88/1986. Hence. such Senior Draftsmen can reckon

seniority as Chargemen 11 only from 1.1.1880.

73. Case of reqularly ngcrui;ngﬂharaem&nwll
(i.e. i _of para 51y, These Charaemen are appointed

L.e. ML
regularly aither by wav of direct recruitment or by
way of promotion on or after 1.1.1973. Their dispute

is wis-a-vis the senior Drattsmen and the Supervisors

+

a4t and the a11ied  giroup referred to above. Their
case hzs heen vehemently putforth by gsh. Tankha and
sh. K.K.  Dutta. They stated that es the Rules then
stood Senior Draftsmen. Supervisors Grade 'A' and
allied Groups — Were in the feeder category  for
promotion 2% Charcemen I1l. The post of Chargmen 11
could also be Filled up by direct veciruitment of
outsiders. In case of promotion, all eligible persons
were considered. Those who did not make the grade had
to continue as Senior Draftsmen OF Supervisors TAY and

allied categories. Now. by the operation of the
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judgement of the M.P. High Caurt, 50% of the Senior
Draftsmen are declared as Chargemen Gradé II from
1.1.1973, even though many of them did not make the
grade and did not get promoted as Charaemen II  when

4a

their case Was considered. 1: is, Thersore

i1

contended that the Senior Draftsmen cannot stes’
march over those who were reaularly promotad as
Chargemen II.  That argument also applies to the case

of Supervisors "A',

5. Before we set out cur conclusions we

should refer to twe matters.

76. The first 1is  the implication of
"notional seniority™ which has been used in some of
the judgemznts of the Tribunal. This iszsue has beer
considered by the Supreme Court in a few cases. One
such case is 8. Krishna Murthy V¥s. General Manager,
Northern Railway, AIR 1987 SC 1868 (referred to by the
M.P. High Court in its decision dated 4.4,83
disposing of 0A-174/1%991 and 5 other petitioners -
Para 8 refersy. The appellant therein was
unfortunately not considered for promotion as
fissistant Yard Master. The Railway &dministration
. Ehgmsé}yes discovered the injustice done to the
appéfiggt and set right the mistake vide ﬂts_ order
datéﬁ%lb.11,1965g By that time, cthers similarly
"‘sﬁtu;ted and junigr to the applicant had been absarbed
as Traffic Inspectors, i.e., a still higher post. The
appellant’s representation was unsuccessful and he
moved the High Court unsuccessfully. In the appeal.
Supreme Court noted that he was entitled to be

promoted as Assistant Yard Master at the appropriate



time but this was not done and this mistake was set
right only in November, 1965. Had he been promoted as
vard Master 1in time, he too should have been ahsorbed
as Tratfic Inspector 1ike others from 1,1.50, Though
he should normally have been appainted as Traffic
Inspector oOn 1.1.59, yet that could not be done by
putting the clock back but he should be appointec  as
Traffic Inspector ¢rom the date he came to the High
Court 1.&. 20.12.1987. The  Court shservad &%
follows:~
v . Those who were promoted egarlier
adversely affected AT we direc
appellant’s sppointiment as traffic i
with effect from an earlier date. We Ces
from doing sc.

However, the Court gave an observation in the

matter of fixation of pay. It held:-

w1y 4s, therefore. reaseonable  that the
appellant should be fitted into the seate o

pay at 3 point whers full nctional seniority
which  he would have been entitled to, had
the riaght thing heen done at the right tim

ie  recognised. Plainly put, he will be
drawing @ salary on Z0th December 1967 o0
the basis of a notional appointment as
traffic inspector as on 15t January, 1959."

Paras 9 and O are important and  are

reproducad helowe -

5. yet another point that arises i

what is to happen regarding his arrears of
salary from December 20, 1967 and for the
post*wrﬁtwpetﬁticn period. We make it clear
thet while seniority 1% heing notionally
extended to him frow 1.1.1959, the appellant
will rot be entitied to any galary qua
sraffic  inspector prior to 20th  December.
18¢7. However, ne will be entitied to
calary on the terms indicated above from
20tk Decenber, 1067 as traffic inspector.
That is Lo says he will be eligible to draw
the difference hetween what he has drawn and
what he will be entitled to on the basis we
have earlier indicated in this judgment.

B

*‘ i
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6. The appellant has a future and hope
looks forward for promction. It s, in

view, right and reason%ble tioat vor

of promotion, nwor(tw Wil bz r&@-"
from 20th Decemb r, 1967 but for gualitying
period, 1if there is such'a condition fqr
promotion, his notional service from I1st

January, 1959 will be considered. of
course, we need hardly sav that this Gar
w111 not affect adversely the ssniority
those who have been appointed as traffice
inspectors prior to 20th December, 1957. In
the situation arising in the case, ths
respondent will pay the costs of  the
appellant in this Court. The appeal is
allowed on the above Tines.™

In other words, the expression 'Notional
Seniority® iz used only for determinine the date wiin
effect from wirvich presumptive pay should bo “axed. 1o
did not give him the benefit of seniority. Jut, by
the order of the Court. it was held that the  service
rendered from the dates of notional seniarity should
also be treated as service renderec while conzidering

ais case fur further promction,

77. The other case is 5.K. S5zha vs. Prem

Prakash Aggarwal, 1894(1

—~—

SCC 431, The appellant was
appeinted on 4.1.195%7 as a Foreman which was a
nan~gazetted post.
subsequentty declared to be o gazetted post with
.,erecf from 15.1.1959. A regular recruitment was
initiated and the applicant was  appointed on

12.5.1960.  Para 8 of this judgement which explains

- the facts of the case also lays down the principle as

to how notional seniority can be counted. That opara

reads as follows

8. There cannot be any dispute that the
appointment of the appellant, according to

rules, Was made on basis of the
recommendation of the Commission on May 12,
1960, In this background, there was no

accasion to  take dnto  consideration the
pericd when the appellant was continuing on
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ad hoc basis, especially, during the period
when the post itself was @ non-gazetted
post. The appellant was  glven seniority
w.e.f. January 4, 1957, but the post of the
Foreman which the appellant was holding
itself became @ gazetted post since January
16, 195%9. any officiation on the post when
it was a8 non-gazetted post cannct be hetd U
be a continuous officiation o0 thie post Su
as Lo entitle the appetlant to count the
period cowards his cont inueus officiat

o

ihe High Court has rightly metd ihal
appointing him on the nsnsis OF

Ny 1h

recommendation of the Comuission. {he
of appoﬁntment could  not have
ante-dated and made to pe effective
January A, 1957. This Court h
MQ?WQQM&QJ%Q,&&
part of tI . appointing.

notignal seniority. fpam &t

oo AT

o

date,  €39PEE ll.&wwhw@mu« pre
the sniority  of tho

enterea A0Lo .= )
case respondent 1 had been g
assistant pirector of Industries on Feured
18, 1959 -on the basis oV 2an advertigsement
made  in the vear 1958 and on the
reconmendation of the Commigsion. Yig
seniority in the service could not have heen
sffected DY the State Government, bY giving
notional date  of appointment of i
sppeliant wae.f. January 4, 1957.7 {enplias
sdded)

.

inte  the saryic

Therefaore, nigher notional saniority rannot
be given to the detriment 0¥ others pho have Dbeen

actuatly p:omuted sarliet.

<

Jn.  Tne oiher Judgement of thie Supreme Court
which centains ohservations on notional seniority 18
Gangadhar Kar Vs, Durgacharén panda and 0rs. 1995
(30) ATC 549. That was @& case where the issue of
seniority aresd from the ~etrospective pramotion of

che appellent. 00 Court has hetd 8 foilomst-

" This  view of the Wigh Caurts seems Lo be
unassailable for the reason shat once the
first respondent  Was granted pro forma
promotion retrospectiviy his seniority had
to b iixed from the date oh which he  wWas
granied such promotion. [t is nobody's case
that BNy condition wWas imposed ir regard to
geniority while p&rmitt%ng him to repatriate
to  the cadre of Laboratory pAssistant nor RES
;¢ anybody's case that the decision of thie

‘t' |
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Government to grant him  promotion
retrospectively was qualified by a condition
that he will not be entitled to senicrity.
1f£ he was granted retrospective promoticn
without any qualification whatsoever tne
High Court is right that his seniority nust
be determined on the basis as if he hod
continued in his parent department retaining
his criginal seniority”.

This implies that it s not always necs.ul’y
that retrospeciive promotion shoula atse he

;4

accompanied by retrospective sehﬁoricya & condition
could be laid down as to what Timited benefits would
accrue in respect of retrospective promotion. One
could deny the benefit of retrospective scniority  in

suitable cases.

It will be seen that such ciarification has
been given by the M.P. High Court in the extract

renroduced in para 11 supra. Such a clarification was

—b

vely by the Jabalpur Pznch and the

s
3

given respec
Calecutta Benches in M.A 24/89 - §S.B. Chiskravarty's

S
i

referred to in paras 15 to 17 end in G.A. 202/09

Eimal Biran Chakravorty's case referred to in para 37.

79. The other is about the possibilities of
reversion on the implementatien of this  order

and what principle sheuld be followed.

This was recently examined in the order dated
28.9.9% dispesing of 0A-695/93  Chattor Singh  and
Gthers vs. Union of India and two other DAs to which

one of us  (Shri N.V. Krishnan) was a partv. It was

held in para 34 therein as under:-



apply in

s
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"34, We, however, note that in  the
directicns given in Geha's case, there 1is
othing which forbids reversion, if required

to be ordered. In our view, there will be
no need for reversion if the only problem is
to aive a person, who has already been
promoted to & higher post, that promotion
frem an earlier date. For example, a LDC
'Y' has already been promoted as a UDC from
1.1.92. He has now heen given a higher
szniority as LDC by orders of a Court. He
is, therefore, entitled to be congiderad for
promotion from 1.1.87. If he is found fit
for promotien from 1.1.187, there ig

a1ternatﬁve to creation of & sunc
post of UBC from 1.1.67 to 31.12.%1, un

& vacant post exists to  acc widete
But there can be no question o reverting
any one of the UDCs actualiy premoted on
1.1.187 on the around that it was the turn
of "' to be promoted thea. because such  a
rotrospective reversion would he Taw.

On  the concrary, if TH' conti a
LDC  at prezent and on the b of the

revised senicrity it s found that he should
have heen considered for p“cmotior as U@

from 1.1.87, a problem of revercion could
P

arise. Mecessarily 'R* has to e npromoted

as UDC from 1.1.87 for which a supernumerary

post has %o he created if he csnnot  be
adjusted against existing vecancy. But none
can insist that, for his continuing as UDC
in the pr*s;nu_ that supernuuerary post
should continue. If by such prometioen of
WY the total number of UDCs  exceeds the
sanctioned streasch by one, the respondents
would surely be entitled to revert the
juniormost UDC  and  create a vacanty to
arcommedate XY as a UDC.  In other words,
the need for reversicn can possibly arise
onty if (1) the emp]ovee is not holding at
prese nt the post for appointment to which h
is found to osg ~laqu|, from a fet.ogpect1ve
dats  and (34) the cadra is slready full and
¢ cennot be accommodated. Reversion will
erson holding  that

:T

of the juniormost p

pest  at  present and not of the person Who
was actually promoted in the past in place
of the person now found *o be entitled to
promotion  then. hﬂeq.cor 1o sav. in
appronriate  cases, Courts have  given
directions that even in such cases reversion
need not bs made.”

That okservation., mutatis mutendis. shall

respect of reversions if neaded.
P
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80. To summarise, in our view, the various

categories of Chargeman should ke placed in  the
following order which will represent  their

inter-se-saniority.

(1) The first lot of persons would be
those who have been regularly
appointed or promoted as Chargenan

Grade-I1 before 1.1.1973.

(i1) we declare that 50% of the Senior
Draftsmen, in whose case the pay
scales were revised and who have
been given seniority from 1.1.1973
as a result of the judgement of the
M.P. High Court, should be ptaced
next in  the senjarity list as on
1.1.1973. They will be placed
enbloc below the persons referred to
at (i) above as also those persons
who have been regularly appointed as
Chargeman-11 on 1.1.1973, in
accordance  with  the recruitment
rules then in force, either on the
basis of promotion or on the basis

of direct recruitment.

, - 2444) Next to them in the seniority 1ist
W‘..‘@ N
would be the category of Chargeman
Grade-11 who have been regularly
appointed after 1.1.1973 and upto

1.1.80 either by way of promotion of



iv)

vl

../oc,

by way of direct recruitment, in
accordance with  the recruitment
rules.

This would be foliouwed by bt
Supervisors AT and allied
categories and the remaining 50% of

the Sr. Draftsmen who had not been

A A by L. I T P A WA

siyzn the pay scale o G, 47570
1 A s

from A A ne

inter-se-seniority of the persons
comprising this group. namely, the
Suparvisors h'o ete. etc. and
Senior Draftsmen will be decided on
the basis of the seniority which
exicted betwesd them  Gmmediately

prior to 1.1.1980.

Mo group of superviosr 'A' is
antitled to an carlier date of
cromotion &% Chargeman Grade-I1
mersly  because of the Ordnance
Factory’s circular dated 6.11.1962,
sfter that circular was notified on

76.1.05.

We declare that, in the light of the
judgement of the Supreme Court in
K.K.M. Nair's case (1993)(2) SCALE
469)no  benefit of higher seniority
can be given ta the petitioners
Virender Kumar and QOrs. in AIR 1981

¢ 1779, the petitioners in the
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hatch of Misc. Petitions 174/81 and

five others decided by the M.P.

High  COurt on 4.4.1983, the

applicants %n Th
Ne.104/86  (B.H. Ananta  moootiy

case and Ravinder Gupta‘g Casa s
sccordingly. all these persons will

count their seniority as Chargeman
Grade~11 only from the dates on
which they were actually promoted in
accordance with  the recruitment
rules.

further declare that the oraers

l
e
_r
~—
e

a® Government quashing thes senior oy

list dated 27.7.8%, dssued as @
consacvence of the  Judgesent in

Palurus case (AIR 1890 sC 1775,

(Pzra 12 refers) (Annexurs A-8 of

Manaulal's  case, 0.4 2591/70594)

¥

e Laaenent.
O
/" "@‘,,\“3“‘ .
Fr . viii)  As a  result of the above
orders/declarations aboul the menned
b 4€7 » @ - - -
L in which the sepiority  oF
o Seheete e
By i £ =
Chargemen-11 commencing from

1.1.1973 to 1.1.1985  should  be
fixed, it would be necessary to

reviow the promotions made to the

-~

W

higher arades. This would done

yearwise for all categories. We

@
v

make it clear that if it is found
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+that any person wWas promoted in the

past who was not due for such
pramotion. no sction can be taken by
the Government to make any recovery
from him because he had already
worked on a higher post of prommtion
on the basis of validly  issusd
orders of promaotion. In so far eas
the reversion 18 concernad, the
principles have heen stated in para

7% supra.

There are other orders which revised
the payv scales of draftsman and
senior draftsman. We are nat
concerned  whether the  benefit
thereof has been given to the three
categories  of sanijor  drafisman

viz..(1) those who have been treated

2]

. Chargemen-11 from 1.1.1973  (i1)

a

EF)

those who Thave been merasd in the
catagory af  Chargemen 11 Yrom
1.1.48680  and (A1) those appainted
as such after 1.1.80, if any. To
forestall further complications, we
declare that merely because they
have become entitled to any pay
scale higher than Rs.425-700,31t will
not, ipso facto, mean that they are
equivalent to any catecory of post
higher than Chargeman-11 and they
cannot  claim  any benefit based on

that higher pay scale.
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21. We now take up the dﬁsposa1 of the OChs
referred to  the Full pench by the Jabalpur pench  of
the Tribunal in its order dated 17.8.93 as welil as whz
other OAs which have been -referred to us by the
Hori'ble Chairman. We shall first take up tha forr G52
referred to us by the Jabalpur fench.

1) 04 No.91/93 (Jabalpur Panciti o LR,

Mukhopadhyay & 4 others vs. General

Manager, Grey Iron Fourdsry, Jabelovr god 7

others) renumbered as Q& Mo 2601794 (PR

and

o

i) 04 N0.293/93 (Jabalpur Bench) (U.D. Rail &

Ors. vs. U.0.1. & 0rs.) renumbered_as 0A

Mo, 2508/94 (PB)

These are cases of directly recruited
Charageman Grade I1 agurieved by the sensority given to

Supervisor 'A' from 1.1.1973. Accordingly, in the

seniority 1ist, thzir pilace will be in accordance with

'f' sub-para (1i11) of para 80 (supra). They would be
;Eg\? _ entit)ed to all conseguential benefits on that basis.
S ™o ) 0A No.275/93 (Jabalpur Bench) (Mannu Lal and

14 others ve. U.0.1. & Anr.) renumbered as

0 No. 2531794 (PB).

This relates to the claim for accelerated
promotion on the basis of the circular dated
6.11.1962. accordingly, they are naot entitlied to any

reliaf in terms of the deciaration in sub-para (vi) of
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para 80 (supra). The applicants will count their
seniority as Chargeman Grade 11 only from the date on
which they were initially promoted in accordance with

the rules.

iv) 0f No.276/93 (Jabalpur Pench) K.D. Roy and

another Ys. U.0.1. & others) renumbered as

04 No.2597/94 (PB).

This is somewhat different from the cases
mentioned above. This case is similar to 0A No.350/93
(Jabalpur Bench) {H.S. Ramamoorthy & Anr. Vg,
u.0.I. & Ors.) referred to in the referral order
dated 12.8.1993 of the Jabalpur Bench, That 04 has
already been disposed of by the Full Bench sittina at
Jahalour by the judgement dated 16.12.1994 (page 179,
The orders of promotion of the applicants to the post
of Foreman (i.e. Annexure p-4 and Annexure A-5) are
based on the senicrity 1ist of 24.7.1987 {fnnexures
A-6). Therefore, they ought not to hove hbeen affected
by the arder of the Calcutta pench of the Tribunal
dated 30.12.15%1 in 0A No.99/91 sudhir . Kumar
Mukheriee & Ors. Vvs. U.0.1. & Ors.) which is based
on the fact that the seniority list dated 27.7.1989
has heon cancelled by Government. T G 4n simitar
circumstances  that the Full Bench wiich decided 0OA
Mo.350/92  (Jabalpur penchy had wodified the first
sentence of para § of the judgement in that case to
read as follows Dy adding the emphasized portion, at
the end of  the sentence SO as to restrict its

operationt
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maccordingly  we allow this. agplication by
quashing the promotion orders dared 31,7.99
and  29.9.89 so far as they relote to  the
prwvate reaponuertq in the case. e

Th1s matter was not argued before us.  As “a

s%mi1arAmatter has B]IdeV been dwsposed of bv the

Full Banch 0 DA~§3U?33

placed before the Division Banch. aiona with a copy of
the judgement of ths Fuil Bench in 0& No. ij/;J of the

Jabalpur Bench (page 1793.

27, We now deal with the cases Ticted batore

thiz Full Bench by the Hon'hle Chaitrman.

83. The following OAs are cases ot directly
recruited or r@qu1ar1y promoted Chargeman Grade 11 and
are cimilar to the case of fbn|uanﬂ¥8y referrad to in

31) sbove. Accordingly, N these  C3%es

=
ot
g
jAt]
(@]
<
20

the seniority of the applicants as Chargenan 11 w31l

~
U

oo

be in accordance with sub-para IGRED) cf vpara

{supral:

08 M0.2592/04 (PB) = OA 648794 (Jebalpur)

AR Lo

Qa__No.z L) /04 (PB) = 0A 427/94 _ (Jabaipur)

Chet Ram Yerma & Anr. ¥S. U.0.1. & Ors.

05 Ny.zi0d4/54  (PB) = 06-512/93  {Jabalpan)

Tapan ¥umar Chatteriee & Ors. V3. U 0.2

& Ors.
4, 04 No.2599/94 (P2) = OA 245/94 (Jabalpur)

G. Sukesan & Anr. Vs. U.0.1. & Ors.
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5. 0A No.2600/94 (PBY = OA 290/94 (Jabalpur)
somnath Basak & Ors. ¥s. U.0.1. & Ors,
5. 04 No.76/95 (PBY = 0A-9396/93  (Calcuttal
Parbir Kumar Maiumdar vs., U.0.1. & Ors.
7. 04 Mo 77/95  (pey = 04 ga1/04 1
Anutosh Baishve vs. U.0.1. 5 Anr,
8. 0A No.79/95 (PB) = 0A 682/94  (Calcutra)
Ashutosh bhattacharva & Ors. Vs, U.0.1. &
grs.
9. 0A-14171/95 (pny = QA 722/93 {Bombay:
¥
anhilash Basak Vs, UW.0.1. & Ors.
10. 08 No.B54/05 (PBy Asit humar Herra VS,
U.0.1. & 0rs.
11. 08 No.055/0%  (PB) Subhash & O-z.
Ve. u.0.1. & Ois.
They would he entitied to all consequential .
henefits on that basis. S
-

g4, The  following casss concern  the
seniority of Senior Draftsmen, whose c¢laim  for
seniority as Chargeren Grade 1T with effect from
1.1.1973, has been allowed by us. Adccordingly. their
senijority as Chargeman 11 will be fixed in terms af
suls para (i1) of para a0 (supral. Thay witl be
entitied to consequential benefits in terms of those

directions:
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1. 04 No.398/01  (PB) Agit Kurar Sreendiy 2.

others vs. U.0.1. & 0rs.

0a 526/89 (Hyderzaal)

RSy

i

2. 0 Mo.2571/92 (PB)

R.K. Chattaraj Vs. Chairgan, Ordnence

Factory & Anr.

3. 0A No0.2151/93 (PB) S$.K. Roy & Ors. VS .

U.0.1. & Ors.

85. The following cases are of applicenis

who have claimed accelerated promolion beeed on  tho

]

i circular dated 6.11.1962., These ceses are similar to
that of Mannu Lal & Ors. referred to at para 81
(iiiy. Accordinaly, 211 these epplicants will count
their seniority as Chargeman Grade 11 only from the

date of their regular appointment in accordance with

the rules  as menticned in sub-para (vi) of para 8U

[
=g
{w)
Pt
Rl
A
(82}
—
-
D
N~
1

04 1237793  (Bombay) B.M.

Y P Chaturvedi vs. U.0.1. & Ors.
e T
. ,‘:j’ s’

3. 08 63/95 (P3) = 0A 170794 (Bombay)

5.C. Sarkar ¥s. U.0.1.

4. - oA 64/95 (PB) = 0A 152/94 (Bombay) Virendera

3

Kumar & Ors. vS. L0 1. & Ors,
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5. QA 82/95 (PB) = 0A 496/95 (Allshabad) S.C.

Arora & Anr. vs. U.0.1. & Ors,

6. DA 86705 (PRY = 0A 952/94 (Allahabad)

Surijeet Lal Kapoor vs. U.0.1. & Ors,

86, The following cases are filed by
Supervisors 'A'. These are for claiming seniority as
Chargeman from 1.1.1973 along with consequential
bernefits. We have held that they can be treatsd as

Chargeman only Ttrom 1.1.1980. Accordinaly, th

5.
i

i

@

seniority as Chargeman Grade I1 would be in accordance

with sub para (iv) of para 80 (supraj:

1. 04 2596/04 (PR = 04 855/93 (Jabalpur)

3.K. Narain and Ors. vz, U.0.1, % Ors.

2. 08 14795 (PR) = 0A 246/94 (Hyderahad}

4, 0A _BO/Y5 (P3Y) = OA  1382/93 (Calcutta)

Mihir Kumar Chatterii vs. U.0.1. & Qrs,

a?r. 4s  menticned above, on scruting. we
found that some of the cases referred by the Hon'ble
Chairman to this Full Bench for disposal along with
the cases referred by the Jabalpur Bench do not really
pertain to Full Bench matters under our consideration.

These are dispased of as follows:-
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Gy oA No.2602/94 (PB) = Th i8]
LJabanur)
Waridas Singh Karwara ¥s. d.Zsle
This was 2 civil suit in the Court of Vilth
Civil Judge. Class~11 Jabalpur. ps seen frem the
plaint, the grievance of the p\aﬁntiff is  that his
name was excluded from the 1ist of fesistent Foreman
(Mechanical) prepared on 11.12.1879 on the basis of
the DPC recommendations. Obviously, this is a case of
simple crounotion. accordingly, wWe direct that this Ch
we niaced before the Division pench for Eroed) L ouE
disposal as this is a Transferred application of 1087
| 4

(i1) oA No.78/99 (Ppy = 0A 1167732

(Calcuttal
Pranal kumi ¢ Roy 8 0rs. vs. L. Dale
The applicants wWere initially appointed under
the Director ceneral of Inspection. Thereafter, ©n
20.11.1983. & decigion was taken to transfer them 1to

the jurigdictﬁon of the Direcdtor Ganeral of Ordnenne

genﬂority has hot Deen properly fixed. This 18

AT

siwilar 1O ga 350/93 referred to the Full Bench by the

Jabalpur pench in which a decision has already been

rendered on 17.2.19492 as aentioned in sub para tiv) of

para 80 {aupral . Far the reasons mentioned therein,
this matter may also be placed hefore & Division pench
along with a copy of the judgement dated 17.8.1993 of

the Full Bench referred to above.
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(ii1) O0A__ No.81/95 (PBy .= 0A 229/94

(Jabalpur)
D, Pal & Ors. vs. U.0.1,

The grievance in this case is similar to 04
&0.276/93 of the Jabalpur Bench referred to in sub
para (iv) para 80 ({supra). The c¢laim of the
applicants is that there was no case of reverting them
on the basis of the judgement of the Jakalpur Bench in
048 N0.99/91  (Sudhir Kumar Mukhopadhvaya vs . 0.7.)
hecause thev are Chemical Engineers and the Jjudgement
of the Jabalpur Bench refers to Mechanical Engineers.
This also can be considered by a Division Bench before
whom the case shall be placed along with a copy of the
judgement of the Full Bench in 0A No.350/93 of the

Jabalpur Bench (page 172} referred to earlier.

(iv) 04 _172/95 (PB) = 0A 235/94 (Madras)

A,8.R, Krishnamoorthy & Ors. vs.

U.0.I. & Qrs.

The grievance of the applicants is totally
di*ferent from the issues considered by the Full
Bench. Their arievance 1is that persons appointed
subsequent to them to do the same work of Ruszian
translation have been promoted while thay have not
been promoted. This 1s a matter unrelated to the
issues considered by us and. therefore. ws direct that
this 0A be placed before a Division Bench for disposal

according to law.
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88. Next we come to a group of six ‘cases
about which there is a dispute as to whether they
concern the issues referred to this Full Bench or not.
We have scrutinised the cases and we found that
excepting for one case (0A No.2595/94 (PB) = 04
N5.19/91 - AN Mukherjee Vs. U.0.1. & Ors.) the
remaining 5 cases have been rightly referred to the

Full Bench. Those D cases are disposed cf as Follouwss

£i) 04 No.2669/92 (PB) = Oé F20-CH 68

(Chandigarh)

Kirpal Singn Ms. U. 0. 1. & Ors.

(11) OA No.2670/92 (PB) = Qp 920/88

(81 1ahabad).

I

$.C. Sabharwal & 0Ors. Vs, U.0.1. &

Ors.

noth  these Ohs concarn claims wade by Seniar

against the seniority aranted to them as

Il from 1.1.1973 zing sought to he

&3._}dﬁsturbed by placing above them Supervisor A’ and
al}ied categorics Wio  have also been deciared to be
5 “

3 (4Charaeman I1 from the same date. The Senior Draftsmen
T

e 1

_¥w.;j%41; these two Ces  aie entitled to the benefit of the
declaration in sub-para {(ii) of para 80 in case they
belong to the 502 of the Senior Draftsmen who are
ajven senﬁof%ty from 1.1.1973 consequent upon the
decision of the Madhya Pradesh High Court. In case

they belona to the Tleft out category of Senior

Draftsmen, they will be entitled to the benefit of
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para (iv) of para 80. The respondents are directed to

dxamine the issues from this angle and pass necessary

orders.

(131) 0A No.2590/94 = DA 442/93 (Jabalpur)

Samar Kanti Ghosh vs. U.0.1. & Ors.

The applicant is difect1y recruited Chargeman
Grade II. His claim is similar to that of
Mukhopadhyay & Ors. referred to in para 43, s
seniority will be in accordance with sub para (ii1i) of

para 80 (supra).

(iv) 0A_B3/95 (PB) = OA 875793 (#11ahabad)

M.P. Singh & Ors. vs. U.0.1. & Ors.

{v) 0A 84/95 (PB) = OA 197/94 (A1) ahahad)

Hans Raj Taneja & Ors. vs. y.0.1. & Qrs,

The applicants in these OAs seek the banefit
of earlier promotion as Chargeman on the basis of the
circular dated 6.11.1962 of the Diréctor General of
Ordnance Factories. | Therefore, their claims  are
similar ta that of Mannu Lal and others (0A No.275/83
of Jabalpur Bench and renumbered as 0A No.2591/94 (PB)
referred to in para 14 above. As held in sub  paras
(v) and (vi} of para 80 supra, thev arz not entitled
to any earlier‘ promation. They  will count their
seniority as Chargeman 11l only from the dates they
were actually promoted  in accordance with  the

Recruitment Rules.




~ 705 -

89. " We naw come tn the last group, namely,

those cacns which, undisputedly. have to be remnitted
to the Division Bench for dispasal according to Tlaw.

per particulars

{3
(%3]

There are five cases in this group
given below:

\

(1) 0A No.292/90 K.B. Mehta vs. UV.U.1.

& Ors.

. o ead ran o . .
(2) 08 Mo, 294700 2.4,  Sinel ws, U C.

& Cro.

(3) 0A Ne.320/90 DM, Trivedi vs. U.2.1.

,90. To this group suould also be added Ofs
- NOT2555/94  (PB) = OA  No.19/91 (Jabalpur) (AN,

Mukberiee vs. U.0.I. & Ors.) of the 1ist of disputsd

cacas reves too in para 88, MWe direct that thece

cezes be wlazed befere a Division Bench for  disposal

0 of

oo

in accordance with Taw. However, a copy of para
our order should be placed with the record of each
case so that the Divicion Bench could consult  those

directions for such use as 1t thinks fit.



t

91. We have thus given our general

conclusions in para 80 (supra) and we have given our

directions in regard to the 43 cases which have kean

referred to us in paras 81-89. The ariginal of this

order shall be placed in 0A-2601/94 (PB)  A.K.
Mukhopadhyay & 4 others vs. General Manager, Gre?
Iron Foundary, Jabalpur and 2 others) formerly OA
No.91/93 of Jabalpur gench. Copies duly authenticated
by the Registry may he placed in 211 the other 0As
disposed of as & Full Bench case. Where the QA ﬁas
been remanded to the Division Bench an extract of para
80 supra should be placed in cach case as also any
other document directed to be sent along with that
judgement. The Chairman  and Director  General,
Ordnance Factory Board, Calecutta is directed to notify

as a Factory Order a copy .of our order from para 51

anwards for general tmformation.

92. We notice  that certain  interim
directiens have heen given by the various Benches in
sone of the cases before us. The individual cases
were not arcucd before us. We are., therefore, not in
a position to pass any further orders in this regard,
Wowever, the interm orders will naturally abide by the
#ia.1 orders oassed by us. In order to ensure that
there is no ambiguity about this matter, it is open to
either party to seek further directions from the
appropriate Division Benches in each individual case
about the interim order already passed. If for this
purpose the parties feel that it would be more
convenient that the 0A may be transferred to the
Bench, where it was originally filed, it is open Lo

seek the orders of the Henthle Chairman,
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93. We place on record the valuabie

acsistance rendered hv the counsel whg appeared before

-

(Smt. Lakshmi swaminathan) (A.V. Haridasan) (N.V. Krishnan)
Member(d) Vice~-Chairman{J]) Acting Chairman

'Sanju’
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