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CENTRAL ADPIINI STRATI WE TRIBUNAL
principal bench
^ Pgj-HI ., 1-^.PfAy Np ,^163/19flQ^ %Sit* of cJ«ci«ion:23,i i,1990,

Shri Ram rbhan Nlgam &Ore ,

Va,

Union of India & Ora,

O.A. Wq^B29/1QPQ

Shri Phool Chand

Union of India & Ora,

«A. No>751/10RQ -

Shri Raj Kuiaar I Another

Union of India & Ors.

CORAPl

• • •

• • •

Vs.

• • •

Vs.

• • •

Applicants ,

Rsspondsnts •

Applicant •

Respondents

Applicants •

Respondents .

Hon*ble Dr, Justice Anitav Banerji, Chairman,

Hon*ble Hr • I .K J^asgotra, flember (A) ,

For th. applicante in OA 1163/89 Shri C.O.Gupt,,
counsel.

in OA 829/89 4 1 -u . o
OA 751/89 T ^^-L.Bhandula,

counssl*

- Shri I«.L. Verma,
. Counsel.
iJudgment of the Bench delivered by Hon'ble

. Oustice AmitavBanerji, Chairman)

For the Respondents,

These three Appiicdtioiia jaise identical questions

of law and fact end have been heard together and ue

propose to decide them by a common order.

A short question for consideration in these 0.A8

pertains to the principle of *equal pay for equal work"*

Applicants have urged that their case is similar to that of

/' J.
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o!th.r,3Mniot eo.npM|oP»J^^^^ y.r. prorettd .nd glv.i.
hi9h.r B^Xi of W|"h; fMx 1-1 ••'"5 »"
tb. b..l. of d.el.lor.. 9lv.n by the Ptlnclp.l B.neh
of «>. Central «d.rinl.trati:i. Tiibuh,I ^ th. followins

cases:

T-335/85

bA W2/87

B.S.Saini & Anr .
•-Va • r..v

U.0,1 • & Anr .

(Apnexure A'-4) •

A.K.Khanna 4 Or».,
Us ,

U.0,1 . & Ors,

(Annaxure A-5)

Decided on 11 •4.1986#

Decided on 6 •9.1988

OA 1682/87 ' K.S.nJ!^A i pRs Decided on 16.11 .1968
U.OJ. & AfiSi ^
(Annfxure A-6) •

it 15 Btated that®«hen the ion

" '*te thi
°"''''prc^i»unced"in'VwB2^ * PSSu <=»•

[,ni ' -ot^err.mtnH'tR RAO k ORS. in

'their casee thi ebvernment of Iodiei Kinlstty of Water

Rosoureesi Neu Delhi. rsplMd; to the Chairnan, Central
V ;• i

uitSi CbMiwibfti Se6a3' BtiaiV/ani NbutDelhi vide letter

Nb ri8/aB/87>E8tte:Jljdajk«d.,?4t;Jl,,F^ (Annexure A-8
' .M i" M';? ••• • . .. • c- y' :

^ -fi-fG' ' -.J • • ; V . H i xZ "r/"- V

- ; -i. ^^^tpreisbsal to extend the
vxrsc^nas ^®^jfy^|aifient^imilatly placed persons,

-jni Clit ibftif betOodocMfC'that benefit of higher
b-j I:,n£ 5;nji'.^vic-ScaleTB&y tbagal^^iJgdjto jthem on ncational basia

/iii4th'veffict^irrsBv4:?1i^^;?S actual basia
uiiK effaetofMnKl >!l2,.1|88. The isimilarly
placed Senior Computers for this purpose (for
higher scale of pay) will bs only those who
were in the scale of Rs ,150-380 prior to

(Si
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..,,;V.^....... - \; •':, •
1 ,1 .1973 anti uerv^placed ih tha rc^ of

AO f f ^330^60'b(&a.ad ,qn^,ha racommandations
t* ••f '"s'' ••-?•;£ :ciCi 's ' ••'

ay Commission,"
i •.,n ..;.v •. .

/.rr V . • • ,.
; * -••- •'• •- -" V• |. • --, "-T; _V . -^r' ;••. " ,' ••! .v../- •;

-niyfiiiut vf : It meant„that parsons; similarly placed will be given the

- benefit of higher scale on notional basis with

on'
effect from 1,1 ,1973 and/actual basis with effect

from 1 ,12,1988. Similarly, the Government took the
• • % i, „• • .r;.

stand that the Senior Computors were only those who

» were in ttre acaltt tff^ Rs ,150-38© |»rior.;t 1 ,1,1973 and

were placed in the scale of Rs ,330-560 based on the

VP ,recommendations of the Third Pay Commission,
• '.r' -c.. ^ ^^ • . -.*?

1/
Aggrieved by'the above, the applicants in these

three sets of p.As Have challenged the above order

nsl;fsrf38s^ j ® 24issued by the Ministry of UaterResources,

« > .. New Delhi (Annt^iire A-8) and have prayed for quashing

^ i .... TMy have jjrayed for following reliefs:

- ..

the -applicants

1o ,::Ob:iher|»ir»;thS;,rfVi3<9d..scale.^of,|3ay, i,e,,

Rs ,425-700 from the date from which they
,. '^are'^antitled-'fot the said-^oqala;

-v-irf |jirB^^ng.$|i|B rf^pD|^B|rt.e to.^^^ all
the incumbente of the posts of Senior

the scale of R8.425-7D0 from Xst 3anuary,1973 ;
^r" f^om ^e tfrfey were prowted/

benefits liki

v r ftS^(;h<i^^£f#ct?iFf^ fehalt ^ll the incumbents
• YSaniora^omputors including the

r.-:,4 Si^^iitslnti^Reifti^areiefltitled to the scale of
^; '̂S^^yf;^frR§-ij4^5i7QO;« ^;f rv

"Yon?;: r,. - :/

- - .directing the respondents to allow all the
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on b«hair or th. Mspondent., thr.a pleas .ra
taken; rit.tly, thi*Aj.pliP9{lorB"a'M .iIsconcBlv.el and

" net ;aintainabie'unair W-oilise .of action had
^ ,S^,^i.d=in-fa«our of the applicapts,against the respondent,.

:App^icatitfns are barred by tipe^^ eecondly, the judgments
relied upon by the applicante are judgments in por9ona%j,,«

and not the judgments in rem and as such, the above

cited judgiients were ineffective and" iciapplicabU:.
Lastly^ 'it uas urged that efie'waer W mnistry of ^ :

Water Reaourcea datVtf°24'i2.>rS89-ciirtfied the position and ,

ifie applicifits'uirriiotVrit'itledJtosth. reliefs asked for ;

in" the b, As', ^

' tja h&v0 he^rd:ShriiG.;QsGypta] snd Shri KJ.,Bhandula

for the respondents.

• -• GVD','Gopta ^urgsdsJ that:;:;aQ^ of the applicant^
f)

sa s^ ^j^j^ll^^eci^itiBd as. Durtio:f tCW ^.W.C,

-^rid^^(jjTie wefs' ajypio^fntied^as ^Junior Sqjnputors in the then

?

"-'io i:-;";- '̂•• ^ :;i.:

: '• -i ' .- '• •- .-. '• .; "i „ ?15,, y ;.

• V

'Ministry ^bP^^^rrigstiorti^dXRoWpr js^Ild some ware appointed

bns C6#ut6«8-i:4rt-aangatSa«i^n Uater Resources

"' > ^ '® 'iO^afsi^ti6h'(harMnafteri?r0?f»r^^dj4;^ as "the organisation')

;S - .r flt^Vli^-^tat^edyth^&ttitaD;^® :aif^pplicant8 were,

' at^oi4\fe®d-as Computors. Such

liuia £¥^"ial;]iy appointed as

' :• 3 w., 'promoted as Senior
.... \

; .'•-

H
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_ Computors • The ci4|.«9 oiPStppolntMnta of the applicants

ae ;3unior Cpi|iputora/?enior Cotnputora and datea of

pifoiBotibns as Senior Co^utpre. are given in Annexure A-1«
' - i')- •

It was also iitated thkt ^uch of the Ounior Coroputor^;/
• • . • • •

Senior Computors who ware wbrkihg either in the Organisation,

or in the Plinistry, they along'with others working with

them* uer* all transferred to the C«U*C« w.e.f* 3*11 .igTB*

In 1„963j J'ecruit^ in the case of the Organisation

iWere prQiBulgated, and .^they were called as Ministry of

Irrigation and Power (Ganga Discharge i-ircle) Non-Ministerial

and Plihisterial ClassrIII Posts Bacruitmant Rule8,r953,

At'J th&t'^iMV ^fied as Ganga Discharge
e.;?n UbtiQQ f;^ d :f t: V

e vnssilq,;;? fc I:: Lat®r on it^^«,s®named ;as Ganga Water Resources

^ L i
-i w -JU ^ CiTcle in 1970 and in 1972 jyt .was further renamed as

Ganga Basin Water: Resqurc^a Organisation. Recruitment

Ni«» of ill O^partpeijlf ,showed that the post

?of SeniorlEonpufeOrshfti beeo e, non^eelection post and so

fai^^ theijiBth^4!0f:iP?p»oti(?^. is^^c^ncerned, the promotion

il'S- ' i Hi'. ' ,1- '

jlcC'iC

fnOuc

v.^
V-^ waa required:tObiJe j^de&fxojRj ai^ngst^ Junior Computors* The

.« rV u- numbeJr ^ poftt« e?. increased manifold.

^ rq. ^ UlStil jthe f>3Poroul^t%3jfi,c |̂<^® Civil Services

- I (Revised rPe^^ T^e-fity-^t^rth^^me^mert Rules,1974 ( for

short, "the Revised Pay Rules of 1974"), the scale attached
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to th. po.t of Sonlor Co»putor R..150-3M. »ubM.^.nt

to th. co«in9 into^^wt. k th. R.vi..d P.y Rul" oT
1974, th. .0.1. of p.y for th. po»t of S.nior CoBputot

was r.i..d to R..42S.1S-500^B.15-S6D.20-700 (p.ttly)

and RS.33C-560 (partly). This was raissd on th«

basis of the recommendations of the Third Pay Commission.

The applicants were ell promoted as Senior Computore

in accordance with the aforementioned Recruitment Rules.

'a

It was further stated that in view of the aforesaid revised

Pay Rules of 1974, the senior most persons according to

the seniority list of Senior Computers of each Department

uera given th. seal, of Rs.42S-700 but not th. .pplieairts,

uho were given the pay scale of Rs.330-560 w.e.f. 1.1.1973,
,, .?1'=:v,£3 .ro'^ 'S-rSv ;i , ro-••

Applicant No.1 in OA 1163/89 was given the senior scal^

of senior Computer (Rs.425-700) on 27.7.19t7 end applicant

No.3 from 6 g6 .1977. Two colleagues of the epplicants

who were working as Senior Computore in the erstwhile

Organisation jSarvashri B.SiiSetni and 3aipal Singh

filed a writ petition in the High Court of Delhi (Civil
IL «SCQ . rfit d'sa" ,3j

- 9 -s •g D

,

Urit No* 698 of 1977) challenging Inter elie the validity

of the revised pay scales for the post of Senior Computer
..-J; r-Si rj-t^sv vsrii. Dn&' ^ .

to the extent of Rs .330-560 and the Government not giving

the scale of Rs.425-700 to « ell the Senior Computore on

\ . L>
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various grounds, Thj|^Urit Patltion yaa transPerrBd
v.-N ^ a ia-.

' v.-f;

to the Tribunal mnbarBd aa T«335/I985 e This uas

i haard and allouad by a Division Bench of this Tribunal*

Some other colleagues Shri A.K.Khanna & Ors,filed an

OA No .1942/87 before the Principal Bench and by a

decision dated 6 ,9 .1988, the Application uas allowed,
- •

Similarly, another set of colleagues of the applicants,

K.S.riunda & Drs filed OA Wo.1682/87 and the same uas

decided on 16,11 ,1988 by follouing the above decisions

•i'-i .;i

3 v.. ,

of the Tribunal, The applicants hoped that their

case would be dealt with in the same uay as in the

)u v- A. <i>! V -i;; -a,-: ^
case of their other colleagues in the above judgments

;i XKt.;,; ,5 .u,:.., ,,3, ,^1 n,«ta adu-
but they were not given the benefit , Thereafter, the

I 10l~S&3. sri.i ' ;• pi'. , ,,v,

applicants prayed for giving them the similar benefit

as was given to A.K»Khanna & Ors and K.S,f1unda & Ors

(supra) • This prayer was more or .less rejected by the

Government by order dated 24 ,2,1989« Learned cour^el

for the applicants contended that the facts end lau
141 iQ Vi /:aiH a^^^: :fat; A

applicable to them are exactly the same as in the
%k"i t 9-<ia gj; t yf3 . .^i-rU

casesof B ,3, Saini & AnrA»K«Khanna & Dra, and

K.S.munda & Ors . (supra) and they were entitled to the
tiBiy^ f Uoi: s--|

same reliefs. He argued ,that the principle of
:'a ^5 :.;.i ; uH"?--. 6

" u:; s--.-t:?: a" • 1;0

•equal pay for equal Work" uas fully applicable in their



e.s« and thi ..L, h.il'̂ jan QMOt"" to thBlt colHisuae.

All of th«Hi w»r« similarly placed and did similar work
' 'iv:ji ./

and hanoa, thara was no justification for giving tham
. •.•• ••-• I-.i_,^vrt ' • •• . t < ». -,< ... ,•••

hi^har seals on notional basis with affact from 1.1.1973
• ••" •• • '• •" -i . ••• ••• <1 i

and actual basis with affect from 1^12,1988*

Ip support of his contantiq.n, Shri •G;,D,«Cupta '̂
cSJ.,. ./-i 3 \ir r.'J/,'% c'\' 1.

Z7Q 3VQ'no .S-iX;;;'c .^V., .3',r

u. ^ for tha applicants rsfarred to tha

•) V£0 B-sVs«l^ ^ Anr .V &Ors . and

K^q.Pbnda &Ors • Cs.upra) •_ In. addition^ ha cited a
• -i: Cr-l/S.

:ii'w r= «

!' -.. -5 4 .. \

deCfciaipn of, tha^ _Sujpr„®'̂ ^ i.h. tha case of Pj5SA\Q_T^_

and ors. V, UNION OF INDIA & ORS. (AIR 1985 SC 1124).

The Supreme Court held that uhere all relevant considerat —
1o aas3 add- nk rsois.>;i3-2 srij 6D«:,r? :^s.^

iqins >are the sam^^ persons holding, identical posts and

? i; disiehatgiAg similar idutl9^ ®^ould |io^ be treated

- ,v ^ rl.:;differential the Batter'^pe^iai Senior Draughtenen ;

in Ministry of Defence Production who were discharging i
's.&i'r.i tlty ii. ;/.:C • ,' i

sane functions classified in tuo groups. That higher
?bC®n r\oh.3B k^t-i bi-is. • ; ;

. • !• !'

«nyyh.r.

: ill • n^{1y \IsnudlzT s'to'tsd ^' ^

Mnabio,®.« be||5,.<,r |,rR«?at>|:flW9ht»iwn did tha aam ' j
lo ;jrti n€bnf^jj<i3 / :

! ioiroi Vgrfeeipj dl8Ch|tqsjth^ 8aJ5,,rijprtion3 and dutlas'i •
- .. ••3'- i .r ;• \ ^

Smilar is'̂ ^^t^^^ position in tha pressnt 0 .As , One

tJ



' group of Senior Coaputors is being given lower ecale

of Re •330-560 Where jes the^her group ie given the

scale of Re ,425^700, The decieioh of the Supreme

asrlj -n- ; i- ,„ •.„. , ...- • „
•• • "i • •• •=• . . •• • ••• ' •• •• •• ' -• •• •••.•'•. _ ^\ 'J-' • ' . " .

Court in the case of P^SAVITA & GRS (supra) was

followed in the case of B.S. SAINl i ANR (supra) and

the Division of the Tribunal held:

V 't'-iijiji 4.;^ f; ^j:

"j
'

"The order revising the"pay scales

attached to the post of Senior Computore

io Rs ,33b-5^66 y atciffid'xngliK quashed awl
the petitioners are declared entitled to the post

ibT %^i^^ pay ecale
of Rs,425-700. the petitioners would be
entitled to tt^' hi^h4r?^ piWy-^cal^^ and all
attendant benefits including all arrears with

effect!^ from"thi' da^V the'r^^ pay scale of

Ra ,425-700 became effective,.,"
sCl^Srr 3< -U?;; , .r-AiOiRi .,,j :.vgriu, . V • , ni;:,

Subsequently 9 in the case of A«K,KHAWNA &ORS (supra)
' .i r.- ^ tusd iiooS. smatcuc ' sjIT -
reference was made to the decision in the case of

• • • • .

— stated that all

, r thfe Senibr Computorsiwere goVisfnedgby the same rule

3 vhi^h 99verged tb? petUioners^in^^^ * P^®*

was taken there that the applicante were not party

to the Civil Urit Petition which later became T-335/85.

It was rejected and the Division Bertch held:

ru> to extend

the benefit of that judgment to the applicant
petitioners ,

in T-33S/B5 , In fact instead of driving each

AT-rvp^-..

??;U

•cti'mj^-b^^d^eefi^edressal of
grievance before the Tribunal, when judgment in
f-fisi/es^had i^i^me 'filisiSy %**e respondents
should have extended tKe benefit of that

entire biSsg^SlP Senior Computers
similarly placed^ The resoondants would be we»l

C^i. .
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tP tg ixtend

thg b8»af^tW Tf
Tr^hiinai wh<re[ hav hBCnma final to ^ll

ain,^i»rlv olacerl anri not drive each
>V fhen. to SP^ of thBlr grievance
h«Pr.T>« the Tribunal. In this particular
(emphasis supplied)petition the only ground taken by the respondents
±9 that they (applicants) were not the
petitioners In thte laarlier petition. When

- the applicants are similarly placed, and are
governed by the same rules the benefit as

' - sxtehded to the petitioners in T-335/85
.. ..^^hould have been extended to them also* Not ^

extending similar benefit would amount itself
- - V- - i to a discrimination, violative of Atticles

14 and 16 of the Constitution. Hence there
sh^ll be an idb'ntickr direction as was issued

—.In. T-^3l5/85.

In th(^ case X-S. fUNDA &W (supra), Shri

/sl-L •n^e?ina.,had also raised an argument there that the

earlier judgments were in personam and not in rem and

they could not be applied here, T'his contention was |

repelled by the Division Bench in the following words: j

ijUe are not impressed by the contention

of 3hti yerma rihce in Saini's casu the
; r , notification creating two scales was itself

quashed and that notification applied to all
• :> ^ ^0Senior ComputorsjK; ^e.-jare, :^he^Bforej satisfied

that the judgment in Saini's case was a judgment
in reWa * " -

= . ^ i^tt^j^^^fKfavet :give^r answer to the

^ ' point' Miked W sWion behalf of the responde-

'''''rty''£n%H^^8e^ •••'lili respi'ctfally agree with the

reasoning givin by the-bivisibh Bench iin K.S.MIWDA

CasiB («upra)i. ,^nd-find that the plea of the .
•j
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N l^y^ fc^CBgual: to the applicants

' :;X is; AP.Plicablefid l^e iptinc^^ by the Supreme

^:"7f '̂ " 'iD^;P(supra) is fully

' ' aFJpiicable Ih thesehca^s as the ;applicant8 are similarly

Ssttuatcd like the apPlic in B.'S. SfllNI & ANR* s case

FipH.K.R- Pliinria X-Anr .'s case. Another reason given• • jr:;! J'i-i ;t r':; : 5 -

" ' '• ' ^Is tl^at the'-Jale'itself' was struck: down in B.5. SAIN I* s

-base ,Lit^is-f5ot .open :to the.resRondents to rely on that

rule in subsequent cases. A^^ ^ matter cf fact , ue are

&rtj

oV'the'that-'4fi«';plea^ a^e being raised by the

.xespondeMS; ar^^ifTl>^ou/^ Senior Computers to

seek redress from the cou^ t^^ should have been
.'^p.. "• v:.•, r •grante^d Ky"tBe dlpaftment itself•

'•'.r - --r''

' 'shri ^^t1"Vefrna-,^ieari^iicf'cGiinlcl for the
D-is r'/T ~i j.:,n :brs5 s-tso -ii* sinsmobyr

respondents cited the decision of the Supreme Court in the

• "sTlTrcF'u^P?t' 0RsV"v' aw. CHAURftSIft i 0R5 .

(air 1989 sc 19). He urgad whether tuo posts are

«;^K«qyalnanci should ;qai^^y aqu^l pay is an administrative

question"and'c(5urt^ gh^uld'r^dt-interfere. This was a

t^f-BeneK ScfifBtaries and^SPction Officers of Allahabad
£ a-i-u VN- t;5 ^ 2g '-i.l Bri.j Jx-'iy . . r- J T

Hioh court. Bench Secrn^tarifs^vere classified in Grade I

Usswrivs -U W iM&f P"sons

. n;i<i. permissible on

1 -Ji! niore r.sNosibUitie^ai ,'

classification In the present case. Consequently, this

authority is inapplicable to the facts of the present casa.



s

"12* fc" si-

r STATE rF " ^

r , iimFf^H CHAMHRA GUPTft^
(supra) - tauen ink., case of IL-

. --7 ;;;
V^euncuon

in a Corporation and th-a
, ' . „ i^iassi'Fication could,.«« .uaXinad tHan tha latter. . =1.^-

be done In such a case ano,
is entirely disVinsqishablB

«s. ;•' TmiV wsTnuiiiLsmSi^^
" j '• w •?t• uas held tha'tUTR 1989(2) SC17). In th.s case .t w

-•• S5u^""na) . ., : • ' ^ of ttio posts are similar
even if the functions and duties

•i ''""ihe'^aiVtb presbrUie'different scale of ;
it is open to the StaTi® f

b£u:iu v?rjid- -srij-L'l, :r,--5;,:-v^ •y,--Vriucationa-l qualification
pay on the basis of difference xn educa

^ ""p^inciple of^..al^paV for e^.a^Oor. could not/invo.ed • ^
" ^ ' '"i„.aria.av t everv .ind cf service.

^ I. the'area'of 'professicnaV ser.i^s li.e -^^eal
^ :ractition.rs. This casi

s'l- '^nJ

facts,
A, • Ua-d -nsii fi; "spondents also cited

; ;:e^:sse%f's&M='̂
*' '(,IR 196^SC 6V9)rHiVbaW^ "^ •=!'"

-i^^af^fof>0.^1-r.- is not a .ere

""•f" ,oal capable

enforcement cfconstitaioSal rights. ^
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One more maltter i^Kj-ch uas raised by ^hri M.L .

' V tb|5 question of limitation. He has

ur4^d-ibat2 ha-Ve been filed in the year 19B9

for seeking relief in ,a mat,ter pertaining to 1973,

•' ye dovnot..think, that the matter can be made to look

' ''' feo simpre aS;that• , There are three different

"decisions of the Principal Bench of the Tribunal uhich

^ ' have recognised that all the Senior computors are entitled

# to the scale, of Bs.*A25-700 uith effect from 1.1.197-3,

The .Department itself accepts this position but says

that it.would be notional and this decision of the

department that it would be^nofcional ' and not actual uas

iHiinr;. mentioned in the order dated 24.2.19B9 (Annexure A-8),

TO j;^r;s.v,Tihe. cause Of action, therefore, arose in February ,1989,
^ ocf n^go-gT
Ino:+aoi^i.C^-.y ^•-~^-;,:-:^;nd-,the Department further said that they uould be given
: 5v";;' , ' " •-

♦- V . :,'o higher, scale on notional basis uith effect from 1.1,1973

^; rr;;!,,jandr,a basis uith effect from 1 ,12,1988 . This is

iT=a-o:un :: bone, of contention. Consequently, the plea that it uas

! ns. to 1973 is uholly misconceived, ye
i • ---''•••-c; i:;; ^--.syq

I 1 reject the contention as untenable^

. Ue do riot see any difference in fact in the ciaee

! ^ ©f rthe presBpt.td'that of the other senior
V compiitoro who hpve be^n given the benefit from 1.1 .1973

• '"V r' • .• '••S' I •• •"•••

*• -• 5

» '-J.rH..artet,the .relevant rulee have b«en''quashed Irt the caaes

-r R.s. SMWI i ftNR »-k1 KHiwAyt tlRS and K.S. WWDft

d,,v „ , , tJRS. (a^ra)There Is orJ '̂onV pay scale to ba jrtTited
,,,to. tha Senlot .C<.n.putot8 and as Vl these Conputors «er.

in saruice prior to that date* they are entitled to t e
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i •

I •
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SKS

entitled to the BBid- WBle.
. thsee O.A= a" ®"™""

In the result , aiJ-

n,,nta sr. dir.pted to tr-.t .11 the .ppu-rtethe respondents ar .«c.70n

i the revised pay scale of RS,
as senior Computers

not frp. secondly, all
„U1 also .e entitled to ell conseouentiel benefits ^,orPey. ailouencesandsenlcrity etc..
like arrears or pay♦

M. ulll be co»Pli«d ulthin a period ofThe above order will oe
^ nf service on the respondents.

three months from the date

There «11

(i.K.RASGfeTRA)
(AniTA^ BANER3I)

chairman

rr


