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1. H.S. iSaini,

‘ Stenographer Grade 1,
O/6 the'D.G. of Meteorology,
india Meteorologlca{ Dept.
Mausain: Bhawan,

Lodi< Road New Delhi=110003.

2. Shrn% o, Chacko

3. Shri}§5§amai Taiukdar

4. Shr Lharan Singh

5. Asha Arora

8. Shri Jgf,Shorma

T Séﬁ. Ré%a Kurian

8. ) Sonjay Kumar

9. . Smt. Usha Kiran

10. ,f$mi?f0mw%ti_$harma
11. MS@;,qMémé% Negi

12. }égtifNée&;é Sabharwal
13. '

15. : Smf;i§fp.;§achdeva
16. Smt,iggarﬁg Bhuyan

17 Shriggkalander Sharma
18. 'ShriéséA. Shaikh

1s.  Shri RON. Shaikh

20. Smt. WIS, Kutty

21. Ehei ¥o6.H. Khan
22.1‘ Sh;i £.S. Coouguie
23. +  vishri Mi. Madum

24. J“Sh;v A &. Tamboii

25

ﬁ‘Unnikrishnan
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Applicants

9 Versus

Umion of India through

the Secretary,

Munlstry of Science & Technology,
Tgchnology Bhawan, :
NewnMahrauln Road,
'",Delh|—110016

Public Grievances

& Training, New Delhi.

Y
Dept. of Expendlture,
North*Block
New Dé‘hl.

The Dsr?ctor General of Meteorology,

india Meteorolog;cal Dept.,

Mausam’ Bhawan,

Lodi Road,

New De“h|—110003 .. Respondents

@ 2%’O.A. No. 1801 of 1988

Shri M.V.R. Rao,

Stenographer wrade i,

,Lentral Electrlc»ty Authority,

274 SD, Sector—Z Kali Bari Marg,

Ity

'Golé Market

Applicants
Versus

Unlon of india through

Ministiry of Power,
Shram shaktl Bhawan,

)




N

v
o 3
¥

Nalrman,
Electrucnty Authority,

of Finance,
Expendsture,‘
kY, New Deilhi=110001 .

The Sec etary,
: Msn;sﬁry of Personnei; FPubiic Grievances
and ‘Pemsions,
Dept?“of Personnei
& Tralning, New Delhi. .. Respondents

4 0.A. No. 2135 of 1607

Shri 47%P. Singh,
A55|stant
Dlrectorate of income Tax (17 & Audit),
R/o A-73, Bhim Vihar,
~ Johari Pur,
5Deihi—110094.

UiShgi Bujaki Ram

Appiicants
Versus

. of India through
the™ ecretary,

Dept of Revenue,
North 'Block,

" New Delh|—110001

Jr

:‘The Secretary,
Ministry of Finance,

.~ Dept.: of Expendi ture,

- Northz Block,

‘4?New Delhl.

'I

LSecretary,

ystry of Personnei, Pubiic Grievances

_Personnel & Training, New Delhi.
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The Durégior,

Dlrectoraﬁe of I.T. (IT & Audit),

A.R.A. Centre,

E-2, Jhandewa lan Extensuon,. :

New Delhr—110055 " . Respondents

1 1 &

4ﬁ,O.A. No. 112 of 1887

e
”:L * Magoo,
\ bulshan Rai Magoo,

|shan Nagar,

Smt f;'A'nii‘ ta‘;l "Sodh i

eelam Sardana

Smt ., P L Bhutans

Smt.ﬁKﬁnta‘Datta

Smi.?Sédesh Anand

Shri?Réﬁ.Sharma .. Applicants
Versus

Union: of india through

the gecretary,
. Ministry of Finance,
* pept. of Revenue,

North Block New Delhi.

The Secretary,

M|n|stry of Personnel, Public Grievances
'and Pensvons,

Dept?'of Personnel & Training, New Deihi .
The D rector General,
Dlrectorate of Revenue intel l1gence,
‘D’ -B.lock, 7ih Floor,
| .P. Bhawan,

P:E§tate New Deihi.

The Secretary .

M|n15try of Finance,

Dept; of: Expendi ture,

North Block,

New. Dekhu. . Respondents

5. . 0.A. No 117 of 19888

Mrs. Manju hrnshnan|,
R/o- D-132, Sar:ta Vihar,
New Delhi.

- Mrs. Santosh Vlrmanu,
R/o S-8, brvnnvaspurc Extension,
New Delhn-1100b5 .. Applicants




1. Un|0n1, Ind;a through
the Secretary (Labour),
M|n|s§pj;of”Labour
Govt. jof; india,

Shram Shak ti Bhawan,
New Deihji.

2. The Sebfqtary,
Ministry'of Finance,
Dept. of Expenditure,
North Block

New Deih(
3. The Dlrector,
V.V. Giri National Labour institute,
NOIDA.
4. Tha Adm|n|strat've Officer,
‘ Hy V b»rs ‘National Labour institute,

NOIDA - .. Respondents

)
f-,

Advocaieshtor tne part;es Shiri M.i.. Chri for
T applicants in all the
“,f' e O.As
ey i S/Shri R.P.Aggarwal,
; V.P. Uppal and
T A.K. Bhardwaj for
P Respondents

CRDER

S.R. ADIGE, v&la)

F e
These %%%ve O.As filed by Stenographers Grade
i and Assigiants working in some  of the

subordina(é/att%éhed offices of Govt. of india had

Abeen‘ referred to ~a larger Bench to answer the

i

foliowing,reference:
ﬁ@;&n j

Whether Stenographers Grade i and
Assnstants Lof subordinate and attached
offlces 'of Govt. of India are entitied 1o
the pay scale of Rs.1840-2900 applicable to
Stenographers Grade 'C’ and Assistants
working.: nn Central Secretariat Service’

2. ‘A‘%ive”membef Bench of this Tribunal, in
which one of us(S R Adige, Vice Chairman (A))was a

~

party' after' hear|ng the matter in detlail, by order

,‘,v $uids
DR

dated 15.3.2OQIU answered the reference .in the
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negat|ve and the Registry was directed to return these

five 0 As to the approprlate Bench for disposai and

P B
4 CEEE 3

in accordance with faw.

ipA

Accordlngly these O.As had come up before

)\
C.‘ L‘ ~‘,~ £3

4. .iéhrkn M.L. Ohri appeared on behalf of
appllcants‘.and S/Shrn A.K. Bhardwaj, R.P. Aggarwall
and V.P. : Uppal appeared on behalif of respondents.
These leargeq counsei had .also argued. the metter
before 'the:éﬁyll 8ench.

5. Both sides have been heard.

6. ‘Shri Ohri contended that the adoesasd
rul ing éf tée Fuli Bench dated 15:3.2001 was not
binding on this Division Bench, in the light of the
fadi!the.AndhretPradesh High Court in its order dated
9.9.98?l1b<¢WP-é850/98 had upheid the CAT, Hyderabad

Bench's) dated 23.7.87 in 0.A. No.737/87 C.

Pﬁoé&epher Grade i1, Advanced Training

PR

Rangalah,‘ﬁ

institute’s Widistry orf Labour, Govt. of iIndia Vs,

Union of ~ﬁn§§a"ﬁ$ Others entitliing him to the pay

scale of Rsﬁg%4b§2goo w.e.f. 1.1.88 which this

Division Beﬁéﬁ was now required to follow. In this

connection He" alieged that the' aforesaid ruling of

the A.P, ngh‘Court had been deliberately withheld

from the Fuj (¥ Bench by respondents when it heard this

order be%ng endorsed to the Secretary, Dept. of
Personnel & Traanlng who is one of the Respondents in

the “present‘ O.As, ‘that ruling was not placed b}

Respondénf§ “¥beﬁore the Fuil Bench. in this
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. connection SEE% ORri cited the Full (Bangalore) Bench

ruting in D.M. Nagesh etc. etc. Vs. Assistant

R |
P A

Suparintende;{. of Post Offices, South Bangaiore &

. Coond
Others 2000 CZQ ATJ 259 in support of his arguments.

RN
]
RN

E, When we asked Shri Ohri why this ruling
of the vA.P. High Court was not cited on behaif of
apéii;a;fs beépre the Full Bench he stated that
abplicép}s‘fweré not a part; in that case and hence
were Qp;% awgre%.of the ruling when the matter was

heard by . the Fuli:.Bench.

8,igqé£tﬁe?other haﬁd Shri A.K. Bhardwaj and
others appegrggg é; behalf of Respondents strenuousliy
denied any.)éiteﬁpt by respondents.to suppresé any
rul ing fromykhe #qll Bench when it heard these O.As.
They urged fhat the A.P. High had only deciined to
interfere wiié the CAT, Hyderabad Bench's order
entitiing Shr; Rangaiah to'the scaie of Rs.1640—2900
w.e.f. %1‘1.56 as they did not find any . érror or
infirmfty in that order. it was aiso pointed that
the CAT, ruling in P.R. Panchal Vs. Union of India
& Others 1686° (34) ATC relied upon by A.P. .High
Court.fﬁ‘fté?grdér dated 8.9.88 had been discussed at

length by _thé ‘Fuli Bench in its order dated

15.3.2001,. ‘4wd it is after discussion that theFull

A tov, . - . .
Bench had “chosen; to disagree with the Arulung in
Pnchal's case; (gupra} in the background of various

Supreme Court.discussion.

g. n this connection it was emphasised by

them that the.Full Bench in its order dated 15.3.2001

<
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had relied - lpon severai Supreme Court'’s decisions,
R F :
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none of wgiéﬁ\‘éd been referred to by the A.P. High

Court in its.gggegddated §.9.98, and in the light of

those Supremq;@gutf’s rulings reiied upon by the Full
Bench, its .order dated 15.53.2001 was binding upon

this DivisionLBanh.

At

10. Wé;bave considered the matter carefully.

11, Neither the CAT, Hyderabad Bench's order

dated’ 23.7.67 in O.A. No. 737/87 G. Rangaiah Vs.

Union of India:nor indeed the Andhra Pradesh High
Court's,épdef;datgd 8.9.68 uphoiding the same appears

to have- been: . cited before the Full Bench when it

L

heard this ‘bunch..,of O.As. The Fuil Bench after
made to ithiﬁﬁhh;”negative, after considering the
ratio laid ﬂép@% ;By the Hon'ble Supreme Court in
several ruliﬁég on the sub ject. None of these
et 1

rulings of Hon'ble Suprems Court find mentiondd in
the A.P. HighiCourt's order dated §.8.98.

12. iniiha light of the above, we are of the
considered'view that we are bound by the Full Bench's

order dated 15.3.2001 answering the reference in the

negative.. As the Fuil Bench has held that
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Stenographers. Grade i} and Assistants of subordinate/

attached offices of Govt. of India are not entitied

to the pay: scaie of Rs.1640-2800 w.e.f. 1.1.86,
these O.AéﬁéreadﬁSm&ssed. No costs.
13;wreLei5 asncopy of this order be-placed in

each O.A. caqg;kbcqqd.

3

—————— o |

(Dr. A. Vedavalli)
Member (J)’

oy )
(S.R. Adige)
Vice Chairman (A)

karthik




