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CENTRAL AUMINISTRATIVE mIEUNAL,HLLFﬁ%EAD BENGH
ALLJ“:HJ‘:LBM-
T.A,ND.QZS of 1986

Smt.Nirmala Kumari Saxena sesresssns Flaintiff/
Applicant,

Versus

Union of Indiaz & nthers..............Defendants/
Tespondents,

Hon'ble Mr,Justice U.C.Srivastava,vzc.
Hon'ble Mr, K.Obayya,A.M,

-

(By Hon'ble Mr.Justice U.C.Srivastava,V,C, )

The applicant, now substituted by her
husband gs his legal representative s filed a suit
in the Court of Munsif ,Kanpur, praying that a
decree for mandatory injunction be passed in her
favour directing the defendants for granting the
increments to the plaintiff for the Years 1973 to
1978 at the rate of 5,8/~ per annum and 5,10/
Per annum above fse 360/~ PeMs basic and also
Tegularisation of Pay, increments and arrears for
the period 1,9,73 toIBO.ll.BS. The grounds for the
challenge are that the detendants had no jurisdictionj

|

to deny the plaintiffts increment which was earned ’

by passing Hindi Type Writing test in January,1978 |
which was due to her as PCr Government of Indiats
instructions and there was no Justification or
ground in withholding her increments Wee to 1,9,73
onwards and the defendants never informed the

plaintiff regarding the enforcement of efficiency

4
issued by the Director General Post and Telegraph(Gg-1
Deptt, of Personnel) 0;M.No;4Q/l/73—Ests(A) dated
31.12,73 which vitiates the entire proceedings,

2 The respondents/defendants in their reply r

have pointed out that her efficiency bar was stopped
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the year 1975 but in respect of that vyear no
claim has been made by the applicant and accordingly
this application is allowed in respect of years

1973, 1974, 1976 and 1977 but it is rejected in
respect of year 1978 because subsequent information
was given, The respondents are directed to grant the
said increments in respect of aforesaid years,

Let it be done within a period of three months

from the dete of communication of this order, No

VICE CHAIRIMAN,

order as to costs,

DATED: JULY 20,1992,
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