
CENThAL A1j1INISTIV .  ThIUNAL 
CAIZJTIA BENCH 

No:. 7 of 1996  

Present : 	'ble Mr Justice k. Chatterjee, Vice..Chai 

Hon' ble Mr! S Mukherjee, Mministrajjve Mern 

Puma Qandra Das, $/o Late Kalinaryan Das, 
residing at 22, Beniapukur iane, Calcuttauu.14, 
Ex..Sr.Draftsman, in the office of the Director 
of In ection 22, A.J.C: Bose Road, 

..Versu s. 

Road, Calcutta20 ; 

S e crtaz Got. of India Deptto Sy, 	 , 	pply& . Disposal, Nirman Bavan, 'C  

3. Director of Inspection, 234/4, A;JC? Bose 

2. Director General Supply & sposal, 
Bldgs Parliament treet, New Delhi - 110 001 ; 

14 Union of Indja, service through the 

Wjng, New Delhi ; 

4 Assistant Director(Mmn), Office of the 
Director of Inspection, 234/4, A.J:C: Bose Rd, 
Calcutta_700 020 
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For applicant : 	Mr 	Ghosh, Counsel 
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ORDER - - - - - 
4( ,  Chptjj1 y 

The petitioner was initially appointed as a TracL in 

1955 in the office of the Director of. Inspection, Calcutta and 
after successive Womotions retired on 112;85 as a SrDraft an  
He has made the instant application claiming parity in th 1cale of 

pay as given to Tracer and Junior and Senior Draftsmtn in other 
Central Government 0ffices. He contends that even some Draftrfn 

of the office of the Director of Inspection, Calcutta hadfiled an 

aPplication in this Bench being OA: 1377 of 1990, in which irec.. 

tion was given for revision of pay scale in the manner laid down in 
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the oder.itsejf The Petitioner contend that he is si 	ly 
circumstanced as the Petitioners of 'OVAV 1377 of 1990 anj prays 

for extension of benefit of that judgment to him He hadLade 

representation for similar relief, which, hoNever, was not gran-

ted and hence this app1icatjon, 
0 	2 	A reply has been filed on behalf of the respondents in  

II which it isstated that the apJ.ica.ti.on is similarly circIrnstanoed 

as the petitioners of OW 1377 of 1990 and he was given the bene-

fit of existing oIers on the subject notionally with effect from 

13.52 and effectively from 11l83 
3 	We have heard the dCous1 for the parties and peru- 
sed the records before us. 

It is f ound from the judgment of !0,',4AI 1377 of 1990 that 
notional benefit was given with effect from 	and 11 atual 
benefit from 16117e, The Petitioner evidently wants SUCh: benefit 
which has not yet been extended to him Fbwever, the LdCnsei for 

the Petitioner has fairly submitted that the que stion whether the 

Petitioner was similarly circumstanced as the petitionersof the 

said O.A is a question of fact which may be decided by the concer..1 
11 ned authority and a suitable order in this.iegard may be passed 

51 	In the circumstances as above, we consider it a ppropriate 

to dispose. of The application with a direction upon the respondents, 

in particular upon the respondent No3• to treat the appliction and 

the annexures as a representation for the relief claimed therein 

and to dispose it of within eight weeks from the date of oommtg•ica 

tion of this order by passing a reasoned order andbenefit1 to which 

the Petitioner may be entitled, shall be released within s.x weeks 
thereafter 

6 	No order is, however, made as to coSts 

ve 

( MS  Mukhee ? 	. 	 ( AIk Chatterjee ) Mernber(A) 	 Vjc e..Q airman 


