¥

The Hon'ble Mr. S.P.MUKER JI,VICE CHAIRMAN

IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
ERNAKULAM BENCH

0.A. No. 539/90
| 9.9.1891
K.M.Rajan—and—15others Applicant (s)

© Mr.M.Girij ‘
v Irijavallabhan Advocate for the Applicant (s)

Versus

The Union of India , répresented by Seq;rm‘ ﬁt
Ministry of Defence, New Delhl & et (9
2 Others

Mr.C.Kochunni i ( ’ Advocate for the Respondent (s)

CORAM:

- The Hon’ble Mr. N.DHARMADAN,JUDICIAL MEMBER 0
1. Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the Judgement7 7‘4
2. To be referred to the Reporter or not? Yoy
3. Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgement? (N -
4. To be circulated to all Benches of the Tnbunal?m
f:I . 7
JUDGEMENT - ' g
(Hon'ble Shri S.P.Mukerji,Vice Chairman) i

In this joint application dated 29.6.1990 the sixteen applicants

who have been working as Stenographer Grade III (Rs.330-560/Rs. 1200-

~ 2040(Revised)) under the Southern Naval Command, Cochih have prayed

that they should be declared to be entitled to the benefitvc')f the higher
pay scale of Rs.425-700/Rs.1400-2300(Revised) with retrospective effect .

in accordance with the orders dated 6.1.77 and 23.2.89 at Annexures-A

“and L respectively along with arrears of pay and allowances. They have

»

also prayed that non-implementation of the aforesaid two orders" in respect
of the applicants should be declared as discriminatory in violation of

Artiéles 14 and 16 of the Constitution. The brief facts of the case are

as follows.
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2. According to thé applicants, they have put m 22 to 28 years
of service and have been working as Stenographer Grade HI in the scale
of R$,330-560’revised to Rs.1200-2040 in the office of respondent No.3.
Their claim is based. on the order issued by the Gov#. of India on 6.1.77
at Annexure-A in para 4 of which it was decided that to the "Stenographers
attacheq to ,(:/f}icer's in the Subordinate Offices drawing pay in the scale
of Rs.1500-60-1800-100-2000 and above’f ‘may~ be given the scale of Rs.
425-700 which is th_.e revised scale of pay of Stenographers in the scale
of Rs.210-425, The sa;ile order also provided the ‘scale of Rs.425-‘640 for

Stenographers Grade Il in the scale of Rs.330-560 with effect from

1.11.73. The grievance of_thé' applicants is that even though they have

been working with officers drawing pay in the pre-revised. scale of Rs.1500-

2000 an.d above, they have not been givéﬁ the- benefit of the higher.iscale
of Rs.425-700(Rs. 1400-2300 (Revised)) as enjojned in the aforesaid or‘der
at' Annexure-A. .On the other’hand in the sister ofganisation of Defence
Research and Development Organisat.ion, 220 posts of Sténographers in
the scale of ﬁs.425—700 were sénctioned in implementatio_r; of the Annrexure—‘
A order. The sanction is at Annexure—C. They had filed an earlier O.A
21/89‘ lbefore the Tribunal vs;hich was disposed of with the direction to
dispose of their representations. In obedience. of" that order of the Tribunal ,
the third r_e’spondentl has now passed the impugned order dated 17th ] anuary

1990 stating that the matter "is still under their consideration and is likely

to take sometime. Government letter when issued will be forwarded".

i
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They haQe alleged that the respondents had made a false statement in
their counter . affidavit in reply to their earlier application OA 21/89
in which they had stated that the order dated 6th January 1977 had not
beén received by them when actually the Naval Headquarters in New Delhi
vide Annexure-F dated 9th January 1977 had forwar;ied the aforesaid order -
along with the Ministry of Defence's U.O of léth March 1977, The content-
ion of the applicants is that the Naval Headquarters have no right to
deny the benefits of Annexure-A order granted by the Government.. The
applicant; have also referred to the communication of the Ministry of
Personnel dated G}h February 1989 reiterating the benefit; given in Anne-
xure-A order and stated that the benefits of Annexuré-L order also.have
not been extended to the applicants \;/hen the D.R.D.O has implemented
that order also. They have stated that the applicants were all working
with officers i’n the pre~revised scale of Rs.1500—2000A and above now
drawing Rs.3700-5000 and above and therefore,the applicants are er_xtitled
to the revised scale of Rs.1400-2300 in accordance with t-he order at
Annexure-L. |

3. - In the counter affidavit the’ respondénts have conceded that

the Government of India had accorded sanction for the following:-

(@) - Selection Grade to S'tenographer' Gr.llI with effect
from 1,11.1973.

(b) Scale of pay of Rs.425-700 for Stenographers attached
to officers in the Subordinate Offices drawing pay
scale of Rs.1500-60-1800-100-2000 and above.
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According to them while (a) above has been implemented vide Annexure
R1 , iinplementation of (b) is to be governed by the Department of‘P.erso-
nnel's letter dated 9th Febraury, 1990 at Annexure R2 in accorldvance with
which creation and upgradation of posts of Stenographers is not automatic
but is to be on the basis of quantum of work handled by the officers;
They have also referred to the availability Qf .posts of Stenographers
of various‘grades as reconimended by the Naval Standing Establishment
Committee, Cn the ‘basis of the norms I:ecommend_ed by that Committee
Government :has' been appro’ached for creation of nine posts of Stenographer
Grade ﬂ in the Navy and the mat-t?r is pending with the Government.l
They have further argued that ,Apnexure-A order is only a guideline and.
the additional pésts of Stenographers Grade II are to be created b.asedA:
on the ‘norms applicable to the Navy and the sanction »of the Covernment.
The applicants could not be given the Selection Grade of Rs.425-640 -
with effect from 1.11;73 as they were far junior and not eligible.

"4, | ‘ We haye héard the ’arguments of the learned counsel for both
the pa‘rties. and gone through the docum_e-nts cairgfu_lly. From the Depart-"
ment of Personnel's O.M ofA 6th January 1977 af: Anne;(ure-A if is clear =
that on the basis of the recommendations of’ the Third Pay Commission
six pay scales of Stenographers‘\w}erie réplaced by two revised scales namely.
Stenogra;ﬁher Grade III in the scale of Rs.330-560 and Stenographerl(}rade'

I in the ‘scale Aof Rs.425-700. Though the Third Pay Commission did not
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recommend a Selection Grade in between Grade III and Grade I, "keeping

in view the meagre promotional prospects in departments other than the
Rajlxvays" the Government decided that a Selection Grade of Rs.425-640
be provided to .Grvad.e Il with effect from 1.11.73. The number of such
posts would be lOl%v of the permanent po_sts in the Ordinary Grade. Para
4 of the O.M. with wﬁich this vcase is'princ'{pally concerned, reads as
follows:-

" 4. According to the Department- of Personnel & Adm.Reform's
O.M No.1/8/72-Estt(D) dated the 29th June, 1972, Stenographers
in the pre-revised scale of Rs.,210-425 were to be provided
for officers whose status was higher than that of a Deputy
Secretary to the Government of India. This provision came
up for consideration in the meeting of the National Council
(JCM) held on the 3rd August, 1973, and the Staff side felt .
that Stenographers in this grade should be allowed to officers
of and above the level of Deputy Secretary to the Government.
This demand has been examined carefully and it has been
decided that the scale of Rs.425-700 (the revised scale of
pay for. Stenographers in the scale of Rs.210-425) may be
allotted to posts of Stenographers attached to officers in the
Subordinate. Offices drawing pay in the scale -of Rs.1500-60-
.1800-100-2000 and above."(emphasis added)

From the above it is clea; thVat provision of Grade Il scale of Rs,425-
700 for the posts of Stenographers attached to officers in ‘Subordinate
offices drawing pay of Rs.1500-2000 and above was not a guideline but
a decision of. the Government applicable to all Subordinate offices including
those in the Naval Commands. The Defence Ministry authorised upgradation
of 220 posts of Stenographers from Grade III scéle of Rs.330-560 to Grade
¢ , . ) .
I scale of Rs.425-700 in the Defence Research and Development Organi-

sation at Annexure-C in implementation of the order at Annexure-A.

The directions of the -Ministry of Defence and the Govt. of India cannot
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by  stymied by the Naval formations on the p-lea ‘that the norms of
the Naval Standing Eétablishment Committee will have to be followed
and that Annexure-A order is only a guideline. The order of the
Ministry of . Defence is applicable to all the three wings of the Armed
Forces and to their regional form'ations.‘ The implementation of the
order at Anngxure—A dated 6.1._1977 cannot be governed by the orders
issued thirteen years later in February and August 1990 in the coﬁtext
of the Fourt}"n Pay Commission. Para 4 of the O.M. of 6th January,
1977 is. clear, It unequivocably states that/ g decisiqn has been tal;en
to uﬁgrade the posts of Stenographers attached to officers drawing
the pay of Rs.lASOO--ZOOO and ébove; to the scale of Rs.425-700. It
presupposes that posts of Stepographers .had been attached to‘\some
officers in thé scale of Rs.1500-2000 énd above - fo_r good rea§ons
and taking into account the nature of work dischafged by - such officers
and the norms on the basis of whichr such officers were given steno-
graphic assistence. Given the posts of Stenographers attached' to such
officers, the decision was to allot the pa;r scale of Rs.‘425—700 to
stich posts. ‘Tllle guestion of any conditionality or norms etc. df)es
not arise. However, this does"not mean that whosoever Stenographer
happenf to be attached to that category of officers he would automati-
cally get the higher pay scale of Rs.425-700. It is thé posts which
are upgr.aded and not the incumbent of the‘posts.v The entitlement
of the Stenographer to the higher grade will be determined by his

merit and seniority in the cadre of Stenographer Grade IHI including




those who are, in the Selection Grade of Rs.425-540.

5. The impugned order at Annexure-K and the counter affidavit
indicate that the question of providing Stenographers in terms of tﬁe
order dated 6.1.77 and in accordance with the prescribed norms of
the Navy is under consideration of the Government. As stated earlier
the prescribed ﬁorms have nothing to do with upgradation of the pay
scale of Stehographers involved in this case. The learned counsel
for the respondents indicéted that subsequent to the issue of the
impugned communication dated 17.1.80 at Annexure-K, some posts
in the Selection Grade of Stenographers have been created and no;:hing
more is pending éonsidefation of the ‘Govemment‘ in this case.

6. i In 'the facts and circumstances we allow this apblication
to the extent of ~setting asidg the impugned order ai Annexure-K
and directing the respbndents to irﬁp’lement the orders at Annexure-A
~dated 6.1.77 and gt Annexure-L. dated 23.2.89 in respect. of upgrading
the posts of civilian Stenographers attached to officers‘ drawing pay
in the scale of Rs.1500-2000 and above as. on. 6th January 1977 in
the offices under respondent No.3 to the scale of Rs.425-700 and to
consider the applicants along with other eligible Stenographers for
promotion to the ngraded posts in accordance with the RecruitmentiRules
applicable to the post of Stenograbher Grade II (Rs.425-700(revised)/Rs.

210-425(pre-revised)as on 6th January,1977 and relevant instruc_tions and
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orders valid on that date, with all consequential benefits. Action

on the above lines should be completed within a period of three

months from the date of communication of this order. There will

be no order as to costs.

M‘\W - S{7-(2/

_ q %4
~(N.Dharmadan) (S.P.?V'Iuker{;) ’
Judicial Member - ' Vice Chairman
Mo
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24,11,92 Mr. Girijavallabhan~for applicant
) : Mr, Poly Mathai rep. George CP Tharakan

We have heard the learned counsel for both
the parties and regret to note the utter indifference
with which the respondents have treated the implement-
ation of the judgment of this Tribunal dated 9,9,91
in 0.A.539/90.. By that judgment the respondents were
given three month's time for implementation. When
ccp 84/91 was filed for eﬁé-non-ﬁmp;émentation of the

aforesaid judgment,on 17.3. 92 we passed the order that
the judgment should ke 1mplem:nted by 9.6.92 failing

" which Respondent No.2 (Flag Officer-Commanding-in-Chief,

southern Naval Command, ‘Cochin) shall appear before us.
in person and explain why action under the Contempt of
Courts Act be not jnitiated against him. Though the
respondents promoted ‘the petitioners a few days before
9.6.92 the consequential benefits were. not given to
them, Accordingly when the petitioners moved this
Trivunal again we alldwed one month*é time to Shri

NN Sugunapalan, SCGSC (coinsel for t he re= ondents)

to get the aforesaid judgment implemented "with
particular reference to the payment of arrears of

pay and allowances with consequential benefits". 'This
order was passed'on 15;7.92. Thereafter the original

' respondents souglit extension of time and by our further

order_dated 27.8,92 we allowed furtlrer time of t hree
months from 13.8.92 for full impleme ntation of tke-\\\

_/*”N' ——
judgment. That period expired on 12.11.92. The
petitioners again have come up before us stating that
the responaents have not taken any further action in

" implementation of the judgment even though the extension

was given, . ‘ ;e

‘ From t he above facts it is abundantly Clear
that the respondents are not at all serious about prope
implem ntatidon of the aforesaid judgment of the Tribun
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- 'bu; .

: Accordingly we give, last and final opport-
wunlty to the respondents to fully 1mplement th%ogfore-
period of ten days/ as agreed
failing

“

‘said judgment within a
'to by the learned counsel f£or the respondents)

fwhich we direct that Respondent No,3 (Vice-Admiral
JS K.Chand, The Flag Cfficer Commanding-in-Chief, Head-
, quarters, Southern Naval Command,’ Cochin) shall appean

; be fore us in person on 8,12.92 to explain why proceed—
! ings under the Contempt of Courts Act be not jinitiated
against him for wilful non-implere ntation of the afore
said judgment of the Tribunal, His presence will not

\{ be required in case the judgrent is fully implemented
by that date,’ ' o :
| Copy of this order be given»to‘the learre d

counsel for. respondents by.hand. S
Mgl — S

C ' (N.Dharmadan) (sP Mukngi)

JeMa +28.11.92 v.c.

«WMOWD

|

y
Tf Skca*( 47/¢”7 C '

! Learned counsel for responaents produced before

; us orders issued in full compliance.of the orders of
/J,;ﬁv,,ﬁis Tribunal including payment of arrears.

~ for some time to file detailed statement about the .

implementation. He may do so within a week with a
| List for

copy to learned counsel for the petitioner.
further direction on}}7.12.92. The question of
appearance of the,contemper shall be taken.on that dat
M.P.1762/92 may also be taken on that date.

\\‘qu by hand. NS, - §§§JL5~

\ - {N.Dharmadan) . (S.P. Mukerji)
- Judicial Memker Vice Chairman
! ‘ 8.12.92

. .;p"*
{1§“ “éﬂigimgf' :
e

He recguestdd ‘<ZE;?



! _ | C-3- . cp(C)-154/92 in
18-1-93 ' 0A-533/90
198 o N _

a . Mr Girijavallabhan for petitioner
! Mr Poly Mathai for SCGSC

4 The learned counsal for the origimal respondents
seeks 2 days' time to get clarification on the rebutted
statement filed by thqﬁriginal,gpblicants, alleging
that the judgemert has not been fully implemented.

Accordingly, list Por Purther direction on the
cP(C) on 27.1.93. Ue .make it clear that in case the
original respondents are not able to satis?y‘us about
full implementation of the judgement, the Flag Officer
Commanding-in-Chief, Headquarters, Southarn Naval Cumméﬁd,
| Cochin will have to be called ,for explaining why action ‘
m : under tha Contempt of Courts Act ‘be not initiated agalnst
‘ M.P-1762/9

' ' ‘ . . 0
. . N R "
. g . , o Yo’ : ‘f:. N
. 5o ) N .
- e . < Nt

(8P Mukerji)

ole s

him. will also be - taken up on: that day.

.18-1-93
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3-3-93 | :
(33) Mr Glragavallabhan

R Mr George cp Tharakan

, Ue have heard the learned counsel for the

partles on the CD(C)

orlglnal,respondents 8hri Georgs Tharakan is dirfected .

The learned counsel for the

to furnish a detailed statement indicating the various!
posts of officers both uniformed as well as non-unifurhaq
categories uith the pay scales. The statement shall
also indicate whether any Stenographer has been attached .

‘esach to these posts or act and if so, what uéé his , ' 7

original pay 'scales before the Judgement was delivered

and what is the pay scale after the Judgement was dalz.L
‘vered and uhether the pay scale was upgraded after
the judgement was delivered. He is also directed to
'file an additional statement in.reply to the statemant
filed by the petitioner. |

List for further direction on 26.3.93

M.P. Por extension of time

will also be listed on
that -date. |

(AU Haridasan (SP Nukeral)

Jor‘?. ’ - o UQCO
3-3~03 '

Copy by hand. -

7
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P
T, | o BRRTYv tL e
| (\ Mr.Girij avallabhan-for applicant

Mr, Poly Mathail for sCGSC

A statement has been filed by the learned qjunsel
for the pespondentis #th copy tothe learned munsel\ for
the petitioner. List for furthex?hearing on 6,4, 93, _

AVH - SPM
' 26,3.93

SPM & ND

+° MCe M.Girijavallabhan
SCGSC '_ o .

Heard learmed coumsel for beth parties. Learned
coumsal for :esmndenﬁs has produced a statement filed by

the respendents st ting 'that the i‘espondents have fuily

complied with the judgmeat dated 9.9. 91 ahd 0rder dated

S 6.92 gy this Tribunal and given the applicaants all
‘benefits that were due te them umdar Annexure-A a}gd L

= » | Weaefe 641,77 to which learned counsalffor_ &pplicants
submitted that no payment even to those Stenographers
attached to $xxx@ffie Civiliam Officers has beem received
on the basis ef their retaospective prometion w.e.f. 641,77
Learned gounael for respondsntsis' therefa:a dir ected to

- file an affidavit by the third :esmndent indzcating the
list of Steaoqraphers whe have beea retrospectiVely

pald tili éoday
promoted weeefes 6. 1.77, arrears of salary/aecrued to them

en the basis ef the rgtmsgective prometiom. He is alse
directed to indicate on ‘what: basis Stenographers attached
_ | to Uniformed Officers and drawing pay scalea;.lsoo-zooo and
%&;\7 | above have not been given similar retrespec?tive prometion.

§ﬁ7 | The affidavit shall be filed within a period of two weeks

x({‘ ' with @ cépy te learned ceumsel for wcners List fo&:
. M- further directien en 22.4.93. M m/ m
155"“;

| L WOHA S.P RJI)
o %‘J’ﬁ@(?y : m@l;r be givem by hand. (n T« Mo »H(Cv VHHKE
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e CPC 154/92 . ..

(22) w M-Girijavallabhan

/ /
i

;l;“hmf
~;

/

‘SCGSC for respondents

' Mc Geerge CP Tharakan, SCGSC prays that

. @ week further time be granted to .the respondents

to .file an affidavit as directed on 6.4.93. He

.8ays that for want of certain clarifications from |
the Naval HeadQuarters he could net do so. He pray
.that somes more detalls are reguired to file the

affidavit. Accordingly, .we grant a week further

time to file an affidavit with copy to the.applicaét

List for further directions on 11.5.93%

RR | AVH
| 22.4,93

sém'& D

Mo M.G:.r.ij avallabhan
SCGSC‘S‘ : ‘ ~

‘We hawe heard learned counssl fer'bothf

parties~on the CCPe ,Since%he duestion of

] admissibility of higher pay scale to Stenographe

attached t6 ‘uniformed officers involves a

substantial Ouestion of interpretation of the

rs

‘by the learned counsel for respondents,they hawe

'539/90. The petitioners are at liberty to move,

original applicatione)if they are so advise@)

orders and lnstructions,we refrain from deciding

the issue. In‘accordence with the statement filled

implemented the judgment of this Tribunal in O.A.~

v - -

. i . | "° '['_

§
¥
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in accordance with law; if they are aggrieved by the

manner in which the aforesaid' judgre nt has been

‘impl‘emented.., The CE& is closed and the notice on

_contempt discha geds
Ml\/@'ﬁ‘”/ TN
(N.DHARMADAN) ° (5~P-_MUKERJI)
JUUKC IAL MEMBER VICE CHAIRMAN.

11.5.,93
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20-1-92
(21) -

ta

I .3.92 Mr.uirlgavallabhan

ccp Aﬂ;3171qp‘tuf A
S 29 ]‘70.

SPM & ND

Mr. M. Girija Vallabhan . . -
Mr. C. Kochunni Nair, ACGSC by proxy ‘

The learned counsel for the respondents is
'directed to file reply to ‘the CCP within 2 weeks with a
copy to the learned counsel for the petitloner. List
“for further direction on the ccPlon 2041, 32. o

The M.P. for extenSion'ef time i€’ any, will

"also be conSidered on that date.
R IR 2:ié%§r 2*‘

5PN & AVH

MT Glrlgavallabhan
Mr Kochunni Nair’

The learned»counsel for the respondents.stated
that he has separately.filed an application seeking P
extension of time euen{ﬁhough the petition itself has

_}ﬁéen filed after expiry of the period given for implemen=-

tation of the judgement dated 9.9.91 in 0A-539/9Q.
to avoid further adjourqments'and delay, we
.two months time from today for implementation

However,
allow

~of the afroesdd judgemgnt. .
List the CCP for further direction on 17.3.92

20-1-92

=

- Mr.KochunniNair - - _l .

"Heard the learned counsel for both the parties.
The learned ogunsel for the original respondents seeks
threevmonthe‘tiMe for implementation of t he judément of
this Tribunal dated 9.9.91 in 0.A,539/90. Accor@ingly ,
we direct that the CCP be listed for further directlons '

on 9.6.92, - In case there is no implementstion by that S
date, respondent No.2 (Flag: OfficeraCommandlng-in-CbleL,

Southern 'Naval Command, Cochin) shall appear before us
in person and explain why action under the Contempt of

.-Court Act be not initiated against him,

. Copy of the above order may be given to the

-—

e
ad

learned couns‘\J;;gkifipdﬁéents byhand., <

SPM
17.3,92
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°22;6,92, 'Mr.Girijavallabhan S

15.7.® . {\,‘/
| .~ "AVH . sp;Q /Q%

- 13.7.92. Mr.Girijavallabhan,

- A %\/
- Mr.NN Sugunapalan o wyy
PR ) 9\9) \51
At the request of the learned coumsel QW‘QQX
b

‘for the petitioner, list for further directions on

22.6.9.2

iMr.NN.Sugqﬁa@éLan: f SR R
_ We have heard thé learned counSelAfor
both the parties on the CCP. A statement has been
filed by the‘respondents‘indipating that tﬁevpost
éf Steqogragﬁqr'in‘thglgpééreyiSQd»scalf of Rs.
330-560 has been ucgraded to the scale of Rs.425-7P0
(p;e;reVis§d) and the;applicants h@?e bzen qpnsideFed
_and ~iven promnotion to the  upgraded pay sc31¢ of
RS.1400-2600 f(revised).. Ine applicants' grievance is
that the upgradation and“thé‘béhefits.flowing therpfrom

hape been accorded to the applicants with only prospective

effect,
' " conted...

LA



v -3= CCP 84/91
‘Gmntmd from P.P) ' ”
de have carefully gone Lhroughthe judgmont of
thls Tribunal dated 9.9.91 in 0.4.539/90 and we are Ccone
v1nced that the upgradation was to be given effect to from
6.1.1977 and the apélicants were to be given benefits of
hi~her pay with tetrospeqtive effect, if they %%iaa'considn
ered fit for promotion and if they were attached to
officers drawing the paysin th%?¥2§ised scale of 2s5.1500-~2000
and above.
The learned counsel for the respondents (Shri
NN Sugunapalan, Sr.Central Govt.Standing Counsel) seeks
'one month's -time to get the aforesaid-judgmeht of this
Tribunal implemémted with particular reference to the
payment of arrears of pay and allowances as consequential
‘benefits.
Qﬁp Aczordingly list for further directions on the
.CCP on 17th Auqgust, 1992, '

A copy of the above order be given to the learned

: -counsel for the respondents (Shri NN Sugunapalan, S7G3C)
fﬁ;;ﬁi@?y//’ iby hand. '

> .3 - o (AY H3;§§asan) (85 ﬁukerji)
3 15.7.92.
A (siton 4

. ) /hv cyﬁfszJ%£L4L_
‘ oW e éLa CAvn s ﬂh%&%i §,6a»gy

@ﬂf W €e@. p 2efop, M mP $bd
Z ﬂo’le}_X* i~ 0 A $39/95 dv mlocsis

2N N (e

o s




~h-. ces %/9/
AT
@:w« a4 A

ﬂ/mr /‘1 Cc}c#v«éé‘%z.»

M&L#«w (]@\’W\L/

/

E) -

n* “M‘W”‘M%M&%—g—
l_CM%o‘—v/‘“ M¢W Myf:g -

w.emt(.@& u_ewS'La\.. ?f V:é @ ;
M%/ W”“" /ﬁ. ‘3@&0 ‘/‘»f"’\f)"_'

o~ /g5,

e . . v . :
o
[z

| » Ssﬂ{\/J’M -

AL

<k
:

“ -

3 -‘ .
: Y

it

>
ol



