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IN THE- CERNTRAL  DMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNALS
PRINCIPAL BENCH; NEW DELHI.

REGN. No. 0A 1942/88 ‘DECIDED ON 6-9-1988,

Shri A.K. Khanna & Others seee Applicants
Use.

Union of India & Others cesse Respondents.

\

t

CDRQM:- Hon'ble Mr. Justice K. Madhava Reddy, Chairman

Hon'ble Mr. Kaushal Kumar, Member.

For the 8pplicant ————— Shri G.D.Gupta, Advocate.

For ths Respondents ———— Shri M.L., Verma, Advocate.

( Judgbmcnt of the Bench delivered by
Mr. Justice K. fladhava Reddy, Chairman)

The applicants hsrein wers initially recruited

-as Senior Computiers. They are similarly placed as the

petitioners in Civil Writ No. 658 of 1977 on the file

of the Jelhi High Court and | transferrad to this Tribunal
and registered as TA=335/85, G.5. Saini & another ys.
Union of India & Others. This Court vide its judgement
dated 11th Abril, 1986 in the said case while quashing
the i&ﬁugned order therein, ailowod-tha revised osetition
and declared that the petitioners are entitled to tha’
pbét.af Senior Computors in the revised pay scales of

Rs, 425-700, The Tribunal also declared that the
patitidnefs uouid be entitled to the Higher pay scale

and all atténdant\benefits including all arrears with
effect from thé date the revised bay scale of Rs.425~-700
beceme effective and directed the respondents to calculats

the 7nount due to the DDthlOnLTQ and pay the sama within

thrae months from the date of Ju&gemcnt. This judgemont
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has ‘become final and has already dbsen implemented by
the respondents by issuing offics order Np. 20/2/86-Estt.
‘XI,’Bouernm@nt of India, Central Water Commission, .dated

4th August, 1987 (Annexure G).

2. The petitioners in the aforfesaid case belonged
to Ganga Basin Resources Drganisafimn, under the'ﬂinistry‘
" of Agriculture and Irrigation (Deptt. of Irrigation).
Some of the applicants herein uvere appointed as Senior
Computors directly and some were promoted to the post
of Segnior Computors and all are governsd by tha same
rules which gerrnea ﬁhe patitioner‘g in TA 335/85.
Senior Computors in finistry of Irrigation and Pouar,
Central Water Commission and Ganga Basin Water Resources

Organisation arege all governed by the samea recruitment-

rules and z3ll Senior Computors working in these srganisations

are similarly placed in every respects That is admitted
aven By the resgondentsf vbaon'the representation of the
presenﬁ applicants pleading that they should be given
the benefits of the judgement in -T~335/85, Respondents
vide their letter No. 8/28/87~Estt.l dated 11.1,1388
informed them that the matter was with the Ministry

of Finance and.they hzve opined that tﬁe benefit of

the judgsment cannot be extended to pjersons ohhmr'than

petitioner) in T=335~85,

3¢ . - It is true that the applicants were not parties
to the Civil Writ Petition which was alloued by the |
Tribunal. éut there\is nov alid reason not to extend

the penefit of fhat judgement to the abplicant when

they are similarly placed as the petitioners in T-335/865.

In fact instead of driving each of the Senior Lomputors

4

to seek. redressal of grievance before the Tribunal, when
juopgemant in T=-335/85 had become final, the respongents

should h-wve extended the benefit of that judgement
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to the entire class of 3Senior Computors similarply
placqa. Tha respondents would be well advised %0 direct
the dapﬁrtment to extend the bgnefit of the judgement of
Courts and Tribunal which have become final to all

employecss similarly nlaced and not drive ezch of them

to seek redressal of their grievance before the Tribunal,
In this particulsr pstition the only ground taiken by

the responuents is that thay (applicants) were not the
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oners in the e=srlier petition, When the zpnlicants
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are similarly placed, and are governednby the sams rules

pare

he benefit as extenued to the petitioners in T-335/85 should
have bzen extenued to them also.' Not extending similar
beasf it would zmount itself to a discrimination wiolative

of Articles 14 ang 16 of the Constitution. Hence thore
Shall'ba an identical direction as was iisued in T-335/85
namely " the order revising the pay scales attached to

the post.of Senior Comautors to Rs. 330-560 is aoooruindly
quahsed and the applicants are declared entitles to the

post of Sonior Computors im the revised pay scale of

Rs, 425-700, Tha applicants would be entitled to the
higher:gay scale and =21l attendant bDenefits incluuing

all arrears with effoct f
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rom the date the revised oay

soale of (s, 425-700 became sffective. The respondents
¢ E ' A

shall ecalculate the amount cdue to the applicants anag pay

. /
them within three months from today,

4. The application is accordingly alloued but-

in the circumstances with no order as tg¢ costs,
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( Kaushal Kumar) { K. Madhava Reddy )
flember Chairman
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