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CENTRAL ADHij;NiSTRATiV£ TRiSUNAL
PRINCIPAL BENCH

OA 1358/2004

New DeihL this the 4''' day of januaiy, 2005

Hon'fiie tVlr. Jiistice M.A. Knan, Vice-Cnairman (j)
Ho;rb:e U,t. S.K. Maihotra, Member (A)

Mond. Suiernan

R/o 136/3, R.A. Bazar,
Mserut Cantt.,
Mssrui, U.P. ...AppHcan:

(By Advocate Shri U.S. Bisht) .

^ Versus

1-. Union of India,
ihrougn Secretary,
Minjshy a: Defence,
SouLi Biock/ Sena Bhawan,
Naw Cslhi-110 011.

2. Engineer-ln-Chiefs Branch.
DHQ PC, Kashmir House,
New Delhi - 110 Oil.

3. CWE, Meerut,
The juiall, Meerui Cantt.,

^ Meerat, U.P.

4. Garrison Engineer (South)
IVseerut Cantt.,
f\«eerut, U.P. ...Respondents.

(3y Advoc2t0 Shr: R.N. Singh)

ORDER (OftAL)

Mr. Justice MA. Khan, Vice-Chairman (J);

This OA !s tiled by the applicant, \A/tio is Caneman, wcrKing witn

respondents' nos. 2-4, for tne upgradation of his pay scaie to the skilled grade

and consequential benefits irom the same date from wnlch similar upgradation

was done in respect of the applicants in OA 804/98 decided on I5.9.2u0o

(Annexure-A1 to the OA).

2. M the nearir!". learned counsel for the respondents has stated tha: sn ;he

counter reciv to the OA, the respondents have fairly avered that a representaiion
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maae by the applicant tor upgradalion of the pay scale is pending for
oonsideratiOR wtri the respondents. He has submitted ihai tis» U» u»

disposed off by giving reasonaaie time to tiie respondents to decide upon tf,e
representation.

3. Learned counsel for the appiicant agrees to this suggestion but has stated

that aiready one year has been passed since thst representation made to

the resDondents. He has requested that an aariy date may ds givsn lo

respDndents for deciding upon tne question raised in tiie representation. He iiaa

aiso stated that he may aiso allowed to approacii ih!s inounai ayaiii, t;

necessary, after the representation is decided by tiie respondents. He has also

submitted that the appiicant a person similariy placec as ware tne app;!canis

in OA 8Q4/98 decided on 15.9.2000 (AnnsKiire A-1 to ths OA) and CWP

1054/2000 decided by the Hon'isie Delhi High court on 25.7.v0u2 (Annexure

and ne is entitled to the same benefit as was given to those applicants. LeamsQ

coimsei for the rsspondsnts has submitted that the reprasentation of the

appiicant was already under consideration and it requires poiicy decision whicn

the raspondents wiil taice sn ins marter.

4.. in view cfthe contentions raised in the petition, the earifer decssions O; ine

Tribunai and ths Hon'bte Delhi High Court and the submissions made at the Bar

todsy, we are of the considered view that we need not go into the nisrit oi tne

case at this stage. We dispose off this OA directing the respondents to decide

upon the representation of the appiicant dated 5.1.20Q4 (Annexure A-4 in OA)

whin a period of three months from the date on v^ich a copy of this order of

Tribunai is received by the respondents. ine responoenis sna-i ^ake into

consideration the judgement 0^ this Tribunal dated 15.9.2000 rendered in OA

804/98 and the iudgement of the Hon'bie yelhi High L-ourt mwA!P luo-ri^JJu

dated 25.7.2002 (Annexure A-1 and A-2 to the OA) ^ile taking a aeciSiOi: in

matter. We ieave it open to the applicant to-approach this Tribunai again, if
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necessaiv^ aftsr the respondents have deciced upon .his representa'Jsn. Tne

taxen should be communicated to the appiicant.

5. Tne OA siands disposed of with the above dirsctbns.

S.K-^^hotrai

IvIeiTrDe! (A 3
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(MA. Khan)
Vics-CtiSirsTiSi": uO


