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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

new DELHI

No. mt
T.A. No.

198 7

Date OF decision 21,2.1990

—Ktm^--a^-GitfeEa. .Petitioner

• R» F» ijb c r 01. .Advocate for ♦he Petitionerii)

Versus

Um' nn nF—TnH i 3 and others .Respondent

nrs. Avanish afl4- Advocate for the ResponQcuf(s)

coram .

The Hon'ble Mr. G.Sreedharan Nair, U.C<

The Hon'ble Mr.
P.C.Jain, fl(A)

1. Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the Judgement?

2. To be referred to the Reporter or not? vL.

3. Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy cf the Judgement?

4. Whether it needs to be circulated to other Benches ofthe Tribunal? ^

(G ,S;reedharan' Nair)
MOrPRRVD-12 CAT/R&—?-n.R<—15,000

u.c.
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IW THE CENTRAL ADf-lI [\ilS TRATIUE TRIBUN.U

PRINCIPAL BENCH, NEU DELHI

Registration No.0.A«947 of-1987

Date of decision 21,2,1990

3.C. Kumar and tuo others Applicants

- Versus-

union of India and others .. fiBapondonts

CORA PI ;

Hon'ble Shri G.Sreedhara n Nair, l/ice-Chairman

Hon''ble Shri P,C, Gain, I^ember Administrative)

Counsel for the applicants j rOr, R.p. Qberoi.

Counsel for the respondents ; Hrs. Avnish Ahlauant,

ORDER

' . - I

^Passed by Hon^ble Shri G.Sreedharan Nair, l/ice-Chairman)

The three applicants in this application are
• . .. Generalemployed xn the Directorate/of Home Guards and Civil Defence,

ohe lirst applicant'(^s Hsad Armourer, tlie second applicant

tls Kot Incharge and the third applicant's Nak Armouter.

Their grievance is that uhile fixing the pay of the posts
I

held by them, the Fourth Central Pay Commission has ignored

the parity that was in existence as compared to certain

equivalent posts in the Delhi Police, and by the order dated

24.10.1986 the pay of the posts held by the applicants 1 and

3 has been fixed accepting the recommendation of the Commission

nd that the second applicant is also being paid only in

ccordance uith the same. They have prayed to quash the

foresaid order and for a direction to the respondents to

revise the pay-scales of the posts held by them, with effect

from 1.1,1986 and for consequential benefits. It is stated
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that a representation uas made by the applicants to
the third respondent requesting that they should be giuen
the same pay-scales as are being granted to the Delhi

Police ,in implementation of the recommendation of the

Commission« • i •

2. In the.reply filed on behalf of the respondents,
it is contended that the posts held by the applicants

cannot be equated to the posts in the Delhi Police,

However, it is admitted in paragraph 6,10 of the reply
that in view of the representations submitted by the

applicants, the matter has been referred to the second

respondent, the Qelhi Administration, which is pursuing
the case uith- the first respondent#

3. Since the relief claimed by the applicants relates

to alleged anomaly in the fixation of their pay,

. • essentially it is not a matter on which a verdict can be

, given by this Tribunal. Plore so uhen it is admitted that

, . a representation has been submitted by them before the

competent authority, uhich is admittedly under consideration.

: 4, In the circumstances, us direct the respondents
to consider the' representation submitted by the applicants

on 21.10.1986 and to dispose it of as expeditiously as

possible, at any rate before the expiry of tuio months

from the date of receipt of copy of this order. It is

needless to add that the respondents shall pay due

- , consideration to the various points highlighted in the

representation. As requested by counsel of the applicants,

we would make it clear that in case the applicants are

aggrieved by the disposal of the representation, they shall
, have liberty to pursue^in appropriate proceedings,

5. The application is disposed of uith the aforesaid
direction, h

: (G J'aedh '


