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Nau Delhi: this the n' Feb ruary, 19 98 ,

HDN'BLE fiR.S.R. AOIGE, VICE CHAIITIaN(a)

HDN'BLEPIRS. LaKSH»II S'JAFI IN A THaN , nOTBER(3).
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.. Appli can ts^

Shri Bhupgl Singh Totnar,
Vo Shri Attar Singh Tom art

\lill, & P.O. Shahpur Barauli,

(Via: Baraut ) Qistt. Heerut (Up)

Dnployed as Postal Assistant,

Gandhi Chauk Post Off ice,
Baraut,
□istt. Cieetut (UP)

2. Bharatiya Postal Ejmployees' Union,
Baraut Branch, Baraut, Qistt. Mearut (UP)
through its Secretary

(By Aduscate: Shri N.S.tfeima)

Versus

1. Union of India through
Secretary,
Go \/t. of India,
ninistry of Finance,
(ffeptt. of Expenditure),
E"II(3) Branch,
Neu Delhi.

2. Secretary,
GO I,
Ministry of Qommuni cation®,

(  Deptt. of Posts),
Neu Delhi.

3. The Director,
GOI,
Ministry of Home Affairs,
Census Operation, Ip,
(Census and Tabulation Section)
25, Naual Kishore Fbad,
Lucknou (up)
an D

4, The Chairm^,
Municipality of Baraut,
Oistt.Mearut (Up) , ,

(By Advocsta: Shri PH. Ranch^ndani )
Rsspon den ts.
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Appli cant3 have impugned Respondents'

rdars datad 10.7.95 (Annexu re-l5) and dated

27.7.95 (Annexu re-16) passed by then in the

background of Tribun al Vs judgmen t dated 7.5.95

in OA No. 1534/9 0 and seak'a direction to

Re^ondents to giv/a effact to 0 .PI. datad 5,7.90

(  Annexuro-12 ) from 1,2.3 3 instead of 1.7.90
for purpose of HRa uith consequential benefits.

2, Applic^ts uho are postal employees

serving in Baraut City, Qistt. fJeerut UP do no t deny

that as per 1981 census the population of that city

uithin the limits of Baraut nunicipality uas

4 6 29 2. It is not denied that employees in cities

with a population betueen 50,000 and 4 lakhs were

entitled to HRA, admissible to ' C* Class cities and

as per 1981 census applicants on their o\jn

admission were not entitled to HRA at ' C' cl aSS

city rates. 11 is also not denied that in 199 0

respondents took a policy decision that cities with

a population of up to lO-^less than 50,000 uould also ̂

be included in 'C' cl aSS category fo r p urposes of

HRA for its employees^ an d it is on that basis that
/

applicants were granted HRA at 'C* class city rates

1«7»90o

t

3. Applicants contend that consequent to the

inclusion of certain areas in Baraut fluni cip ali ty

by up Go vt.'s Notification dated 31.1.83, its

population increased by 5 5 24 to 61816 u.a.f. 1.2.83

u/hich exceeds 50,000 and hence applicants are entitled

to HRA at 'C*' Class City rates u.e.f. 1.2.8 3 .
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Ftespond^ts hav/e taken the s^tairy that as

pQr existing policy cities/towns are classified

for the purpose of HR^/CCA on the basis of their

population as reflected in the decennial census

(in the con text of the present case, it could only
mean the 1981 census ) and nothing has been shown

to'us to suggest that the policy contemplates a

Situation, whereby betueen different census opeirations
there ^JOul d,be^ con tinuous re vision/upg radation

in classification of cities depending upon the size

of their population at that p arti cul ar

point of time. Indeed such a policy would be-

practically impossible to implement, gi v«n the

number of towns/cities and their'yc^^/VA'^Aisp read
o ue r^ 00 un try.

5^ In the result, the OA lacks merit and
warrants no interference. It is dismissed. No costs.

cyU f " ̂(  flRS. L«swi suwinathan) ( s.p.a/igeA
flEJ*!BER(3) CHAlfflAN(A).
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