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Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the Judgement ? ‘L&
To be referred to the Reporter or not ? }
29N

Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgement
Whether it needs to be circulated to other Benches of the Tribunal ?

(.’Judgemant delivered by Hon'ble Mr, P,
Srinivasan, Member)

0A-8167/88 uas disposed of on 18,5.1989 by one of
us (P, Srinivasan) sifting as a Single Member, The
applicant in that 0.A. was promoted to the Junior Administra-
tive Grade (JAG) of the P. & T. Accounts & Finance Service
weBefs 28.5,1981, His juniors, a certain Shri P, Francis
and others, wers similérly pfdmoted to J.A,G, after 5,10,81,
In vieu of an Office Memorandum dated 5.10,7981 issued by
the Department of Personnel, the initial pay of Shri Francis
and oéhers on“proﬁotion to J, AsGs was fixed at a figure
higher than that being drawn by the applicant at the time,
The ,applicant'.s tepresentation for stepping up his pay to
equality with that of Shri P, Francis and Others from the
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date of their promotion, wvas rejected becauss the
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applicant retired from service before his promotion

to J;A.G. Was made regular, He uwas aggrieved with
this decision, 7

2, While disposing of the said 0A-B8157/88, this
Tribunal oBserygd that Shri Francis had bean givei;L %4

regular promotion to JAG on the recommendation oFLP.P.C.

Wk welt .
tretd in July, 1986, by uhich date the applicant had

retired, The Tribunal observed that "The least that the
respondents could have dona in this case, was to consider
the case of the applicant for regular promotion in the
DePels which was held in July, 1986: if he could not Ee
appointed to that grade on peguiar basis because he had
already retired by then, he could be given the hensfit of
stepping up his pay notianally for the purpose of computing
his retirement benefitsy Accordingly, the respondents were
directed that "the applicant‘s pay as on the date of his
retiremanf, should be fixed as if he had besn regularly
pfomoted to the post of J;A.G, by thaf data, ﬁ;j stepping
up his pay notionally to the figure that his juniors,

Shri Francis and others, were drawing at that time; the
respondents will then compute his pension and other

retirement benefits in accordance uith such pay,"

T

3. It. appears that after the above order was passed,
thé case of the applicant for regular promotion to J.A.G.
was considered aleong with the cases of his juniors and he
Was given regular prqmotion. His pay as on the date of
ratirement, i;e., an 31,5.1986; was stepped up from
844325/~ to Rs,4575/-, the pay which Shri Francis and .
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others were drawing on that day, His pension was
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calculated as if he drew that higher nay only for ons

day, l.e.y on 31,5,1986, thereby in effect, lsaving the
pension determined earlier practically unchanged,

4, In this review application, the applicant really
seeks a clarification of our sarlier order, This applica-
tion came before a'BenCh of this Tribumal on &,8,1900,

when Shri P,P, Khurana, learned Central Governmen: Counseal,
was directed to taks notice for thz respondents and .the
matter was fixed for today. However, when the matber was
célled up,y, none appeared for the respondents, Shri M.R.
Bhardwaj, learned counsel for the applicant, made his
appearafnce, Since what 1s required is only a clarification

of our original order, we proceed to dispose of the R.A.

4
Sa In our earlier order, our intention was thathha

af ter hearing Shri Bhardwaj,

applicant %gﬂapprDVed for reqgular promotion as of July,
1986, when the D.P.C, met for the purpese, his pay should
be stepned up notionally to sguality with that of Shri
Francis and others for computing his retirement benefits,
When we said ®notienally®, we meant that no srirears of pay
would be admissible to him till the date of retirement,
Houwever, for the purpose of calculating his pension and
other retirement benefits; he should have been dsemed to
have drawn the same pay as Shri Francis and cfhers from
the date of their promotion; It was not our intention
that for the purpose of calculating the applicant's
pension, his pay shauld be steoped up to equality with

that of Shri Fragncis and others only on the date of his
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retirement; Our intention is clear from the original
order itself, However, by uvay of abundant caution, ue
hersby clsrify that for the purpose of determining the
retirement benefits of the aﬁplioant, hé shall he

, A fpe
deemsd to have actually draun ths sameLgs Shri Francis
and othersg from the date oF'latégnfs-promotion to J.A8.G.
though he will not bs entitled to any arrears of pay till
the date of his retirement, Ue difect the respondents to
Calculatevthe retirement benefits of fhe applicant %ﬂ
accordinglyewd disbusse the Same 16 e opplot e pedifpnslys
G, The Review Application is disposed of on the above

terms, leaving the parties to bear their oun costs,
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(D, Ke Agarwaly - (P, Srinivasan)
Member (Judicial) Administrative Memher



