
CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

_ PRINCIPAL BENCH: NEW DELHI ; A-,

OA No„ 2298/94 \ ^ /

New Delhi,, this the ist day of September-,, .1999

HON"BLE MRS. LAKSHMI SWAMINATHAN, MEMBER (J)
HON'BLE MR. S.P.BISWAS, MEMBER (A)

matt,er,^,,

1„ Sh„ Mahesh Vaish

Te c i-i n i c a 1 0 f f i c e r (T".5 )
I n d i a n Co u n c i 1 o f Ag r i c u 11u r a 1 Re s e a r-c li
Ki"i s h i ES I'l a wa n ,, New De 1 h i .

2,, Sh,. KedarA, I al,
Te c h n i c a ], 0 f f i c e r ( T )
Indian Council of Agricultui-al FEeseai-cii
Kn i s h i B h a wa n , Ne w De J. Ii i „

15 „ Dr,., D „ S., Bedekar-,
Cirief F^i-oduction Officer Retir-ed (r?)
Krishi Anusandhan Bhawian,, Pusa,,
New Delhi.,

4„ Sl i„ Ed. N„.:iha,
T e c ('1 n i c a 1 0 f f i c e r ( T5)
K r i sE)i AnuScindhan Bi'lawan ,, New De 1 i.,

'i „ S I'l „ J a i Go p a 1 P a fi d e y
Te:c;:hn ica 1 Of f i cer (T5)
Ki- i s h i f'l n u s a n d ha n B ("i a wa n , Ne w De 11'l i ,

S„ Sh,. B,.,K„Bal

T e c [-i n i c a 1 0 f f i c e r (T5)
KI i s h i An u s a n d ha n 8 h a wa n , CIC AR),

0- New Delhi.,

7 ,. S E)., P „ S,. N,. S ha rma,,
Trsc h n i c a 1 Office r ( T5)
Ki'- i s 11 i An u s a n d h a n B h a wa n ,, Ne w Der1 [-i i ,

S i'l,. Q „ R ,. Ra n g a.s wa rn i a f'l
1'e c [') t'l i c a 1 0 f f i c e r- ( T.5)
Krishi Anusandhan Bhawan,, New Delhi,

Corresa7Q,nderice_Add

C/ cr 3 fI,. fia ke;s h U„Up a d h y a y
Advocate

.7.0 7,, l.„ a w y e r s C h a rnb e r s

Supreme Court
Tilak riarg.
New Del hi"110001. .... Applicants
(None) .,

A



P.

1. Union of India
t f'1 r o u g h Se c r e t:a r y „
De pa r t men t o f Ag r i c u 11u r e
Ue s e a r c h a n d Ei d u c a t i o n ,
M1 n ;L s t r y o f Ag r i c u 11u r e,,
r\ i 1o rIi Bha Va n ,, p r . Ra;]e nd r a Pr aoad f? oa fj
New Delhi.. "

2- Indian Council of Agricultural Research
t r o u g h i t;s Secretary..
Krishi Bha van,,
Or,, Rajendra Prasad Road,
New Delhi.

(By Advocate;; Sh. R. SAggarwal)

Q R D ..E , R, (ORALl

By Hon'ble Mrs. Lakshmi Swaminathan, M(J)

i'Jone tiHo appeared for rhe appl i cants evtsn, t;;he case was

called out twice. This case has been listed at Item No.C

:i r! t ci da y •' s c aus e 1i s tAcco r d i ng1y ,, we ha ve; pe r ued t}-;e

pleadings and heard 3h„ RSAggarwal, learned counsel for

the respondents

2. The applicants have alleged that tFie responderi ts have

acter! in an arbitrary, discriminatory and illegal manner

iiy not granting them the pay scale of Rs.550 900 with all

consequential benefits at the time of re-cvxyanisation of

the services w. e,. f. 1„10„75 and non implementation of the

award dated 8 .,1.88 passed by the Industrial Tribunal,

Delhi in ID No. 9/82 which,, they submit, has been appi'oved

by the Hon'ble Supreme Court. In this OA, the applicants

have stated that the Technical Assistants wer-e entitled to

be fitted into T~4 scale of Rs ,,550-900 w. e„f„ 1„I0„75 at

the time of re-organisation of their services.

2' I'lie Tribunal. in order- dated 29.3.90 has given the

detai.i,s of t|--ie facts and issues involved. It is also

noted that both the counsel have cited a large number of
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niiings, one such ruling being the order of the rri\|>unai

dated 23,.6„9d in B„B»Nayak & others vs. Union of India

and others ( Oa-182/91 ) in that; caseg tire appd. icarrt:: id'i,.

B.B.Nayak and others ha d . i n t e r- alia, p r a v e d for conf ermani;

of tfie scale Rs„550--900 w.e.f. I.i0„75 and in tiiat

judgment, it had also besen noted that the Iridijstri al

T' r- i l:> un a 1, De 1 h i Awa r d da t e d 8 188 ha d !::> e e n g i ve n . j t oa;

tuf"their notaed in the T r ibuna. 1''s orcher',,

various other judicial pronouncements on tire subject., feast

„ The ICAFl had filed a Special Leave Pet:itior!

in tile Supreme Court against the judgment and order oL tlie

Iribijnal dated 9.10.95 wherein an interim stay had been

granted by tlie Hon^'ble Supmeme Court: In respject: of tiie

di r-ect:i on5 given by the Tribunal in the impugned judgment

witii i'egard to the placing of the applicants (B.B.Nayak

and others) in the scale of Rs. 550-900. Nc::it:in<:j tfic above

o r c;! e i", we f'i a d d i r•e c t e d S h. R. S „Ag g a r wa 1 , 1 e a r-n e d c o u n s e 1

f o r 1::: h a e s p cin d e n t s t o a s c e r t a i n t h e u p 1:. o d a t e p o s 1.1: i o n o f

trie decision of Supreme Court pronounced :in B.B.Nayak's

case (supra) vide our order dated 3.8.99„ Learned counsel

fias submitted a copy of the order of the Horb'ble Supreme

Cot!!" f: ;::JatecJ 26 „9 „97 1 n Ci vi 1 Ap>pea I No . 667'3/97 aisi ng ou i:^

of SLP (Civil) No. ICAR and another vs. B.B.Nayak and

others, which is p>laced on record). Learned t::ounseJ Lias

s u b mi 11e:: d t ha t t lie a p) p> e a ]. f i 1 e d b y t: fie 1CAR ha s t)e e n

aJ. .Lowed by tiia Supi'reme Court in this orvJerg setting aside

tlie Tribunal bv direction to the respondentis t:o palace tiio

apijp 1::! i::::an t:s :l n t he pay sea 1 e of Rs . 550 ••900 wi. r;:!f . J . .10.. 75 .

He, tfieref ore, submits that the present app]vrcatsi on may

also be dismissed in the light of the ji..!dgmeiit of tiie

Supreme Court: in EL,B.Nayak's case (sujvra)..
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We have considered the pleadings and stibfirissicYid m^ie
by the learned counsel for the parties., b, view ciT" the

facts and circumstances mentioned above and tlie iudgment

supreifue pourt in ICAR and another vs„ B„B«Nayak

and ors„ (supra) dated 26„9,.97, we find no merii: iii this

appi icarsion „ fhe OA is accordingly dismissed,. No order

as to exists,:
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