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In this application under section 19 of the 

Administrative Tribunals act, 1985, the petitioner prays 

fr a direction to the opposite parties to fix the pay 

of the oetitioner in the scale of R5.425 to 700/- with 

effect from 3.12.1991 in the cadre of Grade-Il Draughtsman 

with all service benefits. 

Shortly stated the case of he -oetitioner is 

that he was appointed as Drauhtsrnan Gr-II in the scale 

of R.330-560/- vide order dated 13.11.1981. In course cf 

time the oetitioner got promotion to different posts and 

he now claims  the higher scale of :y  according to the 

judgment given in the Vrit 	tition No.911/81 dated 

22.2.1984 by the High Court of Delhi. 

Je have heard Mr.S,K.Pcitnaik, leanred 
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cou,sel for the petitioner and Mr.2.NMohapatra,learned 

Standing Counsel. The application is not pressed as the 

petitioner has received necessary relief from the 

departmental authorities. Hence the application is 

accordIngly dispose . No costs. 
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