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Present ; Hon' ble Mr. Justice D.N. Chowiiury, Vice-Chairman  

Hon' ble Mr. S. 3iswas, Administrative Member 

. 

PiN1I NDA ME TI & OR& 

& 
Vs. 

UNION OF INDIA & ORS, 

For the appilicants 9 Mr.  Moloy Dhar, counsel 

'o r the re spondent s : Mr. R.H. Roychoudhury, counsel 

ORDER 

DA N, Chowlhury, V.C. 

The applicants, were Qømmercial Cle tks in the scale 

f. Rs 425-640/-. After a proper selection they were pranoted 

to the ne(t higher scale of Rs.455..700/... w.e.f. 1-9-1986 and 

their pay on promotion was fiec1 at Rs.600/_ w.e.f. 1.9,1986 

in the promoted scale of Rs.455700/. On the introdtion 

of the new scale of Rs.14002300/.. their pay was fi,d at 

Rs.3.760/ per month w.e.f. 1.9,1986. Subsequently, the said 

order was cancelled and the pay of the applicants was reduced 

to R5. 16 40/-. The matter was assailed before the Tribunal 

earlier by srne similarly situated and circixnstanced persons, 

-in O,A.N052 01988(Pu1jn Lidra .D85 & Ors.. V5 union of 
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India & Ors.) which was dispod of by this Bench by order 

dated 11.7. 1988 directing the respondents to fix the pay of. 

the japplicants at the stage of R5  1760/- in the scale of pay 

of R . 1400-2300/- and the applicants re allosed to draw 

thèi pay accordingly. The amount which had been deducted 

on a Count of the fixation at the stage of Rs.1640/_ was 

otheed to be refunded to the applicants within a specified 

pe rid. 	There after ario the r set of persons had filed an 
41 

0.Ao.1O86/1988(Tarapada Bhadra & Ors. V5•  Jnion of India 

& Or.) which was also disposed of by this Tribunal on 86. 1990 

allo. i the same benefits. 

praying 
2. 	The present applicants moved the authoritiesjfor 

all 0W 
	them the sane benefits as given to the applicants 

of th aforesaid cases on the grnd that the order of 

reduc 	of pay in case of similarly •. tuated persons was 

seta ieby the competent authority. By the impugned order 

dated 10th May, 1996 their claim was turned down ob.y on the 

sCore that the they were not the party in the aforesaid cases 

and tte benefit of pay fixatii was confined to the applicants 

of those O.As only. 

3. 	We have heard the id. coisal for the applicants 

and t re sporidents and pe rused the records. It was the 

co nten ion of the ld. counsel for the app1 i cant that the 

respon ents cannot deny the similar benefits to the applicants 

which as given to other similarly placed persons simply on 
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the groixid that the pre sent apicants viere not a party 

to the earlier CaSeS. Mmittedly, the very basis of the 

order by which the pay of the applicants was reded to 

1640/- sno lger in existence in View of the aore said 

judgments of this Tn bun a].. 

Under such circustances, there was no justification 

for denying the same benefits to these applicants who are 

similarly situated and circunstanced as the applicants of 

O.A.No.52/1988 and the O.A.No.1086/1988. Accordingly, the 

respondents are directed to allow the similat benefits of 
to the applicants of this 0.A. 

pay fixation.4s given to the applicants of, the aforesaid 

cases. 

The application stands dispod of. No order as 

to COt. 
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