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0.Purkaystha, J.ri, 

The question for deelsion before us Is tJether the 

judgment dated 11th January. 1990o passed in U.A, No.145 of 

1989 by the •patna Bendi of the Tribunal is a judgment in 

personam ja judgment in remo as stated by the respondents 

vies their letter dated 4th January. 1996, at annexure 'C' of 

the J.A. 

2. 	The applicants being aggrieved by the order dated 4.1.1996 

of the respondents# have approached this Tribunal by filing 

the instant J.A. 

3, 	According to the applicants, they are hulling the pest 

of Professional ssistant under the respondents and in this 

application they hav e  sout for extension of benefit of the 

judgment dated 11.1.1990 passed by the patna Bench of the Tribunal 
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in Q,A,145 of 1989' relying on two Principal Bench julgments SateS 

27.7.1987 and 21.10.1988 (B.0.Vsrma vs. Unien of InSia) and 

(R.L.h.ra vs. Union of Inhia), an the grounS that the applicants 

of that.case being hollers of the post of professional Rsistant 

got the benefit of extension as almissible unier F9 22-C on their 

being promoteS to the post of prefessional Assistant. It is 

stateS by the ll.counsel for the appc* 	tat the ratio of the 

lecisinI lail SCwn in the juhgment of the patha Bench cannot b 

saii.to  be a judgment in personam. 

We finS that a similar questiOn of lu has been con 1lrS by 

the Prircipal Beini, as is evihent from paragraph 4 of, the juIgment 

of the rtna Bench of the Tribunal passeS in O.A. No.145 of 1989. 

It is ntel by us that similar contention was raiseS by,  the reepon-

lent b.kt that was turnel 1 wfl. We also inlQrs.i the same view 

of the Patna Bench. 

in view Of the princip1s lail Sewn in the abovomentisnel 

julgmen, we are of the view that the juigment passeS by the patna 

Bench cnnet be said to be a juigment in persenam but a julgment 

in rem. We also rely on the juigment of the Supreme Court passeS 

in the asa if K.C.Sharma & Zrs. tie, UOI & Urs. (1998 (1) AISL3 54). 

We are Or the view that .mpleyees similarly circumstanceS, should 

nt be liscriminatel in the.. matter or extension of benefits. 

in view or the above, misapplication is risposed of with 

a lirec'ion upon the responients to grant all reliefs to the 

applicants, as prayel  for in this ILA., in the light of the 

juigment passeS by the patna Bench of the Tribunal iso Q.A.N.. 145 

of 1989 (annexurs IAI)v within three menths from the Sate of 

communication of this erlir. As a result' the erlor sateS 4th 

January, 1996 (ann  exurs 'C! to the ,M.) is heriby 5et asile, 

Rgarhing the claim for interest, as prayel for by the 15. 

ceunsE.lfsr the applicants b.f'oreus. we he not finS any meri.t in 

the sam. As such, no crier is pssel on the questiin of interest. 

This application stanis lispesel of with the above iirectisns. 

Ni crier is passeS as  to cests, 
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