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T jaion of India & Others

Hon'ble Mr.A.K. Siaba, Member (Judl.)

Hon'ble Mr. V.K. Seth, Member (Admm.) R
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(By Hom'ble MR. V.K. Seth, A.M.) “l 1
In this application the applicant has prayed for : i

jssue of directions to the respcondents to pay him salary

3 S =
in the scale of m.2000-3500/- and the arrears of
e Aiffarsnce of pay of pay scals of %5.1400-2800 and
o _ : .
. 5. 2000-3500 for tha period the petiticner worksd i.e.

26-9-86 to 31-8-1988 im the Cesntral Administrative

Tribunal, Allahabad Bench, Allzh.bad.
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‘ 2. Tr2 respondsnts have opposad the claim of
.?
! the applicant, J
!
|' 3. e brief facts of the c ass ars that the )
;_ in tha
applicant was working as Benrch Secretary/Hign Court of

' = ]
! = ] " N - = " .
: Allshabad and ratired in the said capacity on 238-2-86.
¥ .
i
] Ve was re—smployed by the respomndents on the post of

. - " = _ g 14

- Court Master w.e.f. 206-9-86 wvide order ZdAsted

12-2-87, The rsemployment 2f the applicant was further
vide order of 26-9-87

extended by one year as Court MastsrZ and he finally

" : L~
retired on 31-3-88. The apylicant made 2 repressntation
= to the Hon'ble Chairman, Principal Bench, New Delhi,
R i ©  om 31-10-19838 that thouch he was re-amployed as




4.
contended that under the scheme framed by the
respondents vide their G.0. dated 29/30-35-86
(Armexure-11), 4l retired personnel could only be
re-amployed tc the post of Court Cfficer/Stenographers
and not as Court Master. He also asse2rts that his
services after re-employment were utilissd for the
post of Court Officer snd he was never assigned the
work Of Stemographer/Court Master. Hs, therefors,
contends that he should have been appoimted +to the
rost of Court Officer in the pay scale of %.2000-3500,
out the respondents arbitrarily zopointed him 2=
Court Master im the pay scales of %.1400-2600 while
taking the work of Court Officer im the pay scale

also
of 1.2000-3500. The applicant h:séil}ege& violation
of Articles 14 & 16 of the Constitution of India, by

the respondents.

5o The respondents in Weir counter stats that
the applicant not ornly acceptad ths post of Court
¥aster on the terms gnd conditions offered, but also
actually performed duties of the Court Master without
any raser%ation. IThey alsoc state that the formal

order for re-smployment of the applicant was issued

4-!_-1-.3




. { ; II k. h : .
-2 [I 1 N
L ‘ 1__ - rﬂj"1£ 4 rl 'ﬁ r
> SO A" - B » A

o _Llll.

|-

'ﬁﬁ".*' *f’r*‘ it M our Wi

- 8 : Mtﬁﬂf the formal order of appointment

. the applicant as Court Master was issued by the
respondents on 12-2-87 whil=s this application bas '

=5 been tfiled by the applicant omly om 17-=-10-89 1i.e.

o

well beyond the limitatiorn period. It is alss

noticed that during the erntire pericd of his re-employment

i

5 as Court Master i.s. 26-9-86 to 1-5-88, the applicant
2id not raise gny objection regarding the terms and i
Mh" conditions of his appoirtm®nt fn "relatién to the
duties assigned ¢to him. - Thersfofrs, -it “ds . } o
ogbvious that he willincly agresd tc the same. W2 are, s
therefora, 0f the wview that both or the ground cf
of pgcguiescance of the applicant
limitation and for tha reascn[t_l“is application dasecves
£ D= rsjected and zccordingly tira same is dismissed.

In the f£acts and circumstcances of the case, thers will

D2 NOo order as th costse.
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¥ MEMSER (ADMN.) MEMBER (JUDL.)
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| Dated: & /3 /1998,
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