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| The applicants were Gommercial Clerks in the scale
& -

q:;f Rs, 425-640/-, &fter a proper selection they were promoted
- to the next' higher scale of Rs,455-700/~ w.e.f. 1-9=1986 and
their pay on promotion was fixed at Rs.600/= w.e.f. 1.9.1986
in the promoted scale of Rs, 455-.700/-~. On the introduction

of the new scale of Rs,1400-2300/~ their pay was fixed at
Rs. 1760/~ per month w.e.f. 1,9,1986, Subsequently, the gaid
order was cancelled énd the pay of the applicants was reduced
to Rs.1640/-. The matter was assailed before the Tribunal

earlier by some similarly situated and circumstanced persons,

“in 0»&}“%52_95'1988(1Pu11nb_@@dra Das & Ors, Vs, Union of
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India & Ors.) which was disposed of by thiS Benc’h k;y order
déted 11,7.1988 directing the respondents to fix’ the pa§:' of
the pplicants at the stage of Rs,1760/- in the scale of pay
of Rs,1400-2300/- and the applicants were allowed to draw

théir pay accordinglye. The amount which had been deducted

on agcomt of the fixation at the stage of Rg, 1640/~ was

ordered to be refunded to the applicants within a specified

1

“'. p?ri%d. The_r:eaftef another set of persons had filed an

0,4A.No, 1086/1988( Tarapada Bhadra & Ors. Vs, Unicn of India
& Org.) which was also disposed of by this Tribunal on 84%6.1990

allowing the same benefits,

praying
2. - The present gpplicants moved the authoritieg/for

allowing them the same benefits as given to the applicants

of th% éforesaid cases on the ground that thé érder of
reduction of pay in case of similarly i tuated persons was

set a%idef by the competent authority. By the impugned order
dated [10th May, 1996 their claim was tumed down ohly on the
score |that the 'they were not the party in the aforesaid cases
and the benefit of pay fixation was. confined to the aﬁplicants

of those O,A&s only,

3. We have heard the 1ld, cowmsel for the gpplicants

and tl% re spondents and perused the records. It was the ,
contention of the 1d. counsel for the applicantgthat the
respondents cannot deny the similar benefits to the applic-ants

which Was given to other similarly placed persons simply on
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the ground that thé present appiicants were not a party
to the earlier cases., Admittedly, the very basis of the
order by which the pay of the gpplicants was reduced 'to
"1640/f 148 no lomger in existence in view of the aforesaid

juwlgments of this Tribunal,

4, Under such circusstances, there was no justification
for denﬁring the same benefits to these app#.icants ‘who are
similérly situatéd ahd circumstanced as the applicants of
0.A.No,52/1988 and the O,A.No.1086/1988, accordingly, the
respondents are directed tc allow the similaf benefits of

~ to the gpplicants of this 0.4,
pay fixationdas given to the applicants of the aforesaid

CasesSe

5. The application stands disposed of. No order as
to costs,

MEMBER(2) : _ VI CE.CHat R1aN
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