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Shri GsS; Pillai

Shri B ‘Soundara Rajan

Smt. B Shewaraman i , .. Applicants

. Versus

Urfion of:India through

th& Secretary, :

Ministry of Science & Technoliogy,
Technoiogy Bhawan,

New Mahrauli Road,

New Delh|—110016

Th \Secretary,

‘ ,t?y of Personnel, Public Grievances
ang: Pensnons,

Dept of Personnel & Training, New Dethi.

The'Secretary,

Mln'stry of..Finance,

Dept. of Expendlture,

North BLock

New Delht.ﬂt

The Dsrector General of" Meteorology,

india Meteoroiogncal Dept.

Mausam ‘Bhawan,

Lodi Road

New DeJh|-110003. .. Respondents

gz? O.A. No. 1801 of 1998

Shri M.V.R. Rao,

Stenographer Grade |,

Lentral Electricity Authority,
74 SD, Sector-2, Kali Bari Marg,

.Gole Markat
JNew Deih|—110001

iShr| J.Nu Khemani
r }

tiﬂ,L; Haridoiya
;Y

'géshma Sharma

R B
7. M
,_Eromtla Manchanda

Sﬁtg.hjitxgaur Bhatia .. Appiicants
‘ Versus
Uniéﬁﬂaf &%dia through

the Secretary,
Ministry of Power,

- Shram.Shakti Bhawan,

New Delhi-110001.
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' North Block

'rAssistant,
Dnrectorata of Income Tax (IT & Audit),
fﬁR/D A- 73 8him Vihar,

rman,

LenhyahlEkectrlcsty Authority,

T

Sewa Bhawanr R.K.

Dept: of Expend|ture,

ST |'.v .

The Sédratary,
Ministry of Personnel,
and Pehsions,

Dept. of Personnel:

& Tratnlng, New Delhi.

i % 0.A. No. 2135

Puram,

New Delhi=110001.

Pubiic Grievances

Respondents

of 1997

i

Shri 1.P. Singh,

“UShrl Bulakv Ram

Shr| A K.Arora

Shru P N. Mathur

Versus

.;Unioﬁ%of lndia through
-. the Secretary,

Dept. of Revenue,
North Bilock,
New D?lhi—110001.

. The Sgcretary,
M|nostry of Finance,

,Dept ‘of Expenditure,

North Block,

E New Delhn.

The Secretary,
Mlnlstry of Personnel,
anleensnons

l

CiB. D T
NewxDehha.

Appl icants

Pubiic Grievances

Personnei & Training, New Deihi.
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The Director,
Dnrectdféte of 1.7.
A.R.A. Centre,

E-2, Jhandewa lan Extension,

New DeiHW—110055

g

:§ & 0.A. No.

Smt. P.L. Magoo,

W/o Shri;Gulshan Rai Magoo,

E-12/5, hr|shan Nagar,

. .De,ihij~110051 .

Iy g

Smt?ﬁsgbeéﬁ Anand
Shr{fﬁ%K.Sﬁarma

Versus

Union:of india through
the Secretary,
Mcnls;fy of Finance,
Dept ‘of Revenue,
\North Block

The Secretary,
Mlnlstry of Personnel,
" and Pensions,

New Delhi.

(1T & Audit),

Respondents

112 of 1887

Appl icants

Pubtic Grievances

’fﬂpepj of Personnel & Training, New Deihi.

|rector General ,
|rectorate of Revenue

;BQ Block T7ih Floor,
' quBhawan,
a’ New Delhi.
tafy

Nor tH. Block
New Delh|.

5 0.A. No.

J'ManJu Krishnani,
'~£D 132,
Belhi .

Santosh Virmani,

Sarita V|har,

intel ligence,

Respondents

117 of 1688

—BtSrinivaspuri Extension,

Appl{canis
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?2 Versus
1. Union: Inéia through

the Sedﬁétary (Labour),
Ministry.of Labour,
Govt. oflindia,

Shram Shakti Bhawan,
New Deih?

'

i

Mfﬁjstriﬁof finance,
Dept. of Expenditure,
North Block,
New Deihi .
3. The Director,
V.V::Giri-National Labour Institute,

‘ “nﬂq}rative Officer,
i National Labour institute,
' Respondents

Shri M.L. Ghri for
applicants in all the
0.As

S$/Shri R.P.Aggarwal,
V.P. Uppal and

A.K. Bhardwaj for

Respondents
S.R. ADIGE, VCI(A)

Tﬁ?se ve O.As filed by Stencgraphers Grade

b andﬁ‘ Assistants working in some of the

subordidgie/attached offices of Govt. of India had
-‘Z‘ o 1; )
been referred to a larger Bench to answer the

s

R - )‘- L
followingireféerence:

tenographers Grade i and
$ >f  subordinate and .attached
officégf_,, ““vt.’ of India are entitied to
the payiscalé of Rs.1840-2800 applicable to
Stenographers’. Grade 'C’ and Assistants
_workinQLjQ.Cé tral Secretariat Service .

party’ after in detail, by order

'"dated 15.3.209 7 reference in the




5]
negativegand_the Registry was directed to return these

five O.As to the éppropriate Bench for disposal and

in§éqc9f§aﬁée %ith.law:
‘;QF;chcérdingly these O.As had come up before
‘this Division’ Bench.

 $§\}$Sﬁéfi M.L. Ohri appeared on behaif of
applicanigﬁﬁgn% §/Shri A.K. Bhardwaj, R.P. Aggarwal
.and ‘V.P. lxugﬁaﬁfappeared on behaif of respondents.

These leafﬁé&ﬁ éﬁunsel had aiso argued the matter

béfore theéﬁﬁbllﬁ B8ench.

5. fﬁgth sides have been heard.
6. Shri Ohri contended that the s&soesasdd

ruling of Eﬁg Fuli Bench dated 15.3.2001 was not
binding -on tﬁﬂs Division Bench, in the tight o% the
fact the® Andhra Pradesh High Court in its order dated
8.9.88 ' in WP-1850/88- had upheld the CAT, Hyderabad
Bench*s ‘order %“dated 23.7.87 in O.A. No.737/87 C.
Rangalah Stenographer Grade i{, Advanced Tréininé

lnstatute Mlnustry of Labour, Govt. of india Vs .

Union ofﬁ‘lndla _& Others entitiing him to the pay

scale of “REITE40L2600 w. o ¢ 1.1.88 which this
Division Béﬁé%;wgg now required to foilow,. In this
connection fﬁéigal]egeo that the aforesaid ruling of
the A.P. High coirt had been deiiberately withhaq
from the Full“Bench by respondents when it heard this
bunch of O.Asygécause despiﬁe a copy of the aforesaid
order .being ?égdorsed to the Secretary, Dept. of
Pers?nnel‘& Trgfhfng who is one of the Respondeats in

'fhe present O.As, that ruling was not placed by

Respondents before the Fuij sench. I'n this
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connection SﬁF? Ohri cited the Fuill (Bangaiore) Bench
ruling in D.M. Nagesh etc. etc. Vs. Assistant

N
Superintendent ' of Post Offices, South Bangalore &

Others 2@00'(27 ATJ 258 in support of his arguments.

el When we asked Shri Ohri why this ruling
of thgﬂJA.ﬁﬁu High Court was not cited on behalf of
épplicant§;?b§fdﬁ§ the Fuli Bench he stated that

applicanté;Jyerehgpot a party in that case and hence

were not’' awdre'iof the ruling when the matter was

-

heard by th“FQ k. Bench.

8. fOﬁjthe;other hand Shri A.K. Bhardwa) and
others appearipg on behaif of Respondents strenuousiy
denied any ;§$tempt by respondents to suppress any
~ruling fromi@ﬁe Fuli Bench when it heard these O.As.
They urged tﬁ;t the A.P. High had only deciined to
interfe}é' wifg the CAT, -Hyderabad 8ench's .order
entitifng Shri Rangaiah to the scaie of Rs.1640-2600

w.e;fig{:1,1:86? as they did not find any error or

infirﬁif§? in' that order. It was also pointed that
the CA#:fFQT?néfin_P.R. ‘Panchal Vs. Union of India
& Others 1886 "(34) ATC relied upon by A.P. High

£

Court in:'égvg}déf?dated 9.9.88 had been discussed at
PRI :1 i @

ilength by “the Fuli Bench in its order dated

15.3.2001, “and it is after discussion that theFuil

"
e

Bench had 'é#bseg‘ to disagree with the ruling in
Pnchal’'s case’ (supra) in the Sackground of wvarious

Supreme Courti'discussion.

o
5N

N s .
g. in this connection it was emphasised by

them that the .Full Bench in its order dated 15.3.2001

1




8
had refiqd dbon several Supreme'Courtis decisions,
- none of ;g:chvhad;been referred to by the A.P. High
Court inr@fs;ardeggdated §.9.98, and in the light of
those Suéréme Qéuti’s ruiiné?relied upon by the Full

éench; its . order,.dated 15.3.2001 was binding upon

this Division Bench.
10. We have considered the matter carefully.

i1. ﬁggiher the CAT, Hyderabad Bench’'s order
. dated 23.7.87 in O.A. No. 737/97 G. Rangaiah Vs.
Uniqn of:‘india nor indeed the Andhra Pradésh High
Court's order dated 9.8.88 upholiding the same appears
to have. been cited before the Fuli Bench when it
heard ihjé\‘gunch of O.As. The 'Fuli Bench éfter

hearing bbih:sjdés at length answered the reference

made to-fiiAih]Kheinagative, after considering the
ratio laid . .down géy.the Hon'ble Supreme Couft in
several rulinééé on thé sub ject. None of these
rulings of nHoﬁ"bwé Supreme Court find mentionéh in

the A.P. High Court's order dated 9.8.98. "

12. in the light of the above, we are of the
considered view that we are bound ﬁy the Full Bench's
order dated 15.3.2001 answering the reference in the

_negative. As the Full Bench has held that

“1




Stenograﬁheﬁs.Grade {1 and Assistants of subofdinate/
attaﬁhed ;o%ficéé Qf Govt. of lqdia are not ent;tied
to the pay. seaje of Rs.1640-2000 w.e.f. 1.1.86,
these O.As éfé}éiém}ésed. ‘No costs.

13. ;Léﬁ; ;écopy of this order. be p]aced i n

each O0.A. case record.
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s .‘.~:“Jr‘:..‘- . oy
(Dr. A. Vedavaili) (S.R. Adige’
Member (J);.;. Vice Chairman (A)
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