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. CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE %IBUNAL
CALCUTTA BENCH

OA,473 of 1996 |

|

Date of |[Order: 19.5.98.

|
' Hon'ble Mr.Justice S.N.Mallick,dice-Chairman.
Present: , |

Hon'ble Mr.S.Dasgupta, Admin%strative Member.

| |
| |

MAKAR CHANDRA SAHA, s/o late Hira Hal Saha
aged about 53 yedrs,working for gdin as

Asstt.Director(Qdality 'Assurance)]| Gr,II,

Of fice of the Depfity|Director(@a)PUNE, at
present residing Et No.32/5,Ajantal Road,
Sanfoshpur,CalcutWaw"S.
|

“Verisus-

. e 0 .Appl ica}flt.

ﬂ" 1. Union of Indiajservice through the Sggret&r
~ Department of Supplly, DGS&D,Nirman Bhawan, |

C.Wing,New Delqi-lIOOOl.

| |
2. The Director Géneral,Supplies_&‘Disposals,q
. ! Govt. of IndiaJN.I.Bldgs.,S;Pér%iament |

|
Street,New Delﬁi-ltOOOl. } 1

| | w
3. The Director(Qa) (SG),Directoratel of Quality
w

v |
Assurance,Govt.yof Irdia,Rayakar, Bhavan | N
Annexe,N.M.LineF,M bai-400020. i'
| | -
4. The Deputy Direttor(Administaati n) ,Otfice | B

~of the Directordte General ot Supplies & !

|

" Disposals,Govt. |of India,(Admn.Sgction“16)ﬁ
.Jeevan Tara Buiiding,?arliament Street, |

) New Delhi, | | w
- .‘ _ : n ---.Responﬁents; i

For the petitionér: Mr.Samir GhOSW,COUﬂSGl. L
W ]
For the respOndeWts:Mrs.U.Sanyal,qounsel. :
| I
! i

HearF o$: 19.5.98.
|
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S.N.Mallick,V.C. 5 | , *
| | |
In this aspplication, the |petitioner has p%ayed
|
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for, inter alia, a dlrectlon upon %he

the benefits to the abpllcant in +'exsm

respomdents\to extend
of the judgement and !
order dated 9.2.94 bassed by this Trl unal in O.A.nb.l377 of

1990 with retrospective etfecc. Itﬂls
‘ i

|

|

stated that the applican
D |
was initially appointed as Junior ?ra !

tsman on 1.9.71 in the |
scale of gs 150+240, subsequently r%vised to Bs 330-560/- Ww.e. f%
1.1.73 and pay of the ahplicant wa% fiked at Bs 340/»wef 1.1. 73

As per recommendation of the Fou*th Pay Commission thls scale

was further revised to s 1400~ 2300/- wre.£. 1.1.86 and his ’

Rs 2000-3500/-. TkRe scale of.pay of the |similarly cir¢umstancedi

1989. Some similariy‘circums£aﬁced e%pl yees namely,one Synil
Kumar Bhowmick and others movad an appl'catlon betore this - *
Tribunal being 0.A.no.1377 ot 1990 tor extension of the said !
benefit of the judgement and.order a@ in

also also the scale of pay at par with t

0.A.no.33%0 of 1989 |

elr counterparts in

. ‘ ‘
CPWD as Junior Draftsman in terms of the|decision ot the

Government of India ang the sai@ benéﬁit
i

Tribunal to those applicants by the okde
' |

was allowed hy this
dated 9.2.94 which,

was subsequently implemented inirespeét
According to the petitioner, he, being a

: |
employee, is also entitled to get the!s

t those appli?ants.
similarly circumstahced
e benefit attéched to
the post ot Junior Drattsman notionaliy e.t, 1.1.73'§nd the
actual benefit from 16.11,78 as was e%ten ed to the otﬁer

similarly circumstanced employees in CPWD|by virtue ot the

‘: ‘...3
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stated in paragraph 14 of the repl§ t%at the applicant is

order delivered by this Trlbunal

|
S
.

It is the case of the p@tliloner that although

the bhenefit as per final order dated

no.1377 of 1990 has been given to%the‘applicants concerned
but the same has been denied to him without any lawful reasoﬁl?
The respondents have filed a reply in which the

matdrial case of the petitioner has ndt been denied. It is

a similarly circumstanced employeejonl to the extentt of the
judgement dated 9.2.94 in O.A.no.1377 of 1990 filed by one
S.K.Bhowmick and Others. But it is ‘the specific case of the

respondents that the benetit ot the atoresaid judgement or

tinal order cannot be extended to the gpplicant as he was not )
a party to the O,A.no.1377 of 1990.‘We'are unable to appreciaté
such contention being raised ‘in the reply. Mrs.Sanyal,
appearing for the respondents, in all tairness, submits that
the order dated 9.2.9%4 passed in O.A¥n0f1377 ot 1990 has
reached the 3tage ot tinality and an& has been implemented

by the respondents.

Under the circumstances, we ar% ot the view .that
there is no reason on the part ot the r:fpondents to deny

the similar benetits to the petitioner which was allowed to

the similarly circumstanced employees_aslper order dated

9.2.94 passed in O0.A.no.1377 of 1990. |
l
]
Under the circumstances, we dlspose ot this

application at the admission stage w1th tbls direction that the

benetits given to the applicants in O. % n¢ 1377 of 1990 as

per order dated 9,294 (dated 9.2.94) shou*d be extended to

the present appllcant on similar term$as dontalned in the
atoresaid order (@ﬁuﬁnneyure—A) wlthln‘a pprlod ot 3 months

from the date of communication of thlowOfd%r. No order 25 to

Costs. T \ \
o g&»’“
(S.Dasgupta)’ A o (s, Mallick)
Member (a) \j \ ice-C haiman., 4



