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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
ERNAKULAM BENCH

0. A No 46/91 & 0.8/.No.211/91
T. A. No. : 199

DATE OF DECISION 18.6.92

KR.Prasad in 0A=46/91
P. Sisupalan &nSTG%héfg)in
TUA=ZTT/91

Applicant (s)

Mr. S.Subramany(in both cases hgvocate for the Applicant (s)

. Versus va
The Director General,Council .

of Scientific and Industrial g dent
Rescarch(CSIR), New DelRi & 7 othergy )

Mr.TPM Ibrahim KhansACGSC for (R.1&2)in 0A-46/91
Mr.George Joseph(R.1&2) in
0A-211/91

Advocate for the Respondent (s)

CORAM : Mr. MC Sen for (R.3) in both cases.

The Hon'ble Mr.PS Habesb Nohaméd Administrative Member

The Hon'ble Mr.N Dharmadan : Judicial Member

B W

Whether_Reportérs of local papers may be allowed to see the Judgement ??-&;
To be referred to the Reporter or not ? ’

Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgement?h
To be circulated to all Benches of the Tribunal ? A&

JUDGEMENT

’

SHRI N DHARMADAN, JUDICIAL MEMBER

Identiﬁal issues‘arisé'for consideration in oboth
these cases. Hence they are Haard together and we are dispos@ng
of tﬁase cases by our common judgment.
2, For conveniance sake we are stating the facts in
0A-46/91. The applicants in the connected case aré.also
similafly situated persons. The applicant has been gppointed
as Technicignalsfade.II in the pay scale of =5.380-560 in the

Department of Regional Research yaporatory, Trivandgrum.,
Annexure A1 is OPMeres dated 19.6.1986 2-

" He joined duty on 1.8.1979[.i:ssued by the Administrative Officer,

(R.3) after the report of the Valluri Committees to rectify

the anomalies in £he pay scale and conditions of staff. The
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applicant.uas also placed in the scale at the higher
rate automatically. The scale of pay of Rs.380-560 was
replaced by the scale of Rs. 380-640. But, the applicant
was nof givén the promotion to the post of Technical
ﬁséisténﬁ Grade III}}n the scaie of m.4254700 because of
the andmaloﬁs situation'c?aatedfun account of theé-percentage
of 331/3 earmarked for prdmétion, thch was introduced in
the ysar 1988. ‘This percentage was later withdrawn in
the year'1990..The applicant also pointed out that.one
shri P,A. Ignatius who ié junior to the applicant was
~ promoted Prom 1.2.81 and placed in the scale of Rs.330-560.
scali Wen Y- ' S |
They wame replaced to Rs.3808£660. He was also given additional
increment. He was given a basic pay of f5.416 w.e.f.
21.10.82. ’Thus the applicant's junior is drahing more
péy and -there ié an ?namaloué situation. Since there is
qums anomalougléiﬁuation created as indicated above in
the pay scale and promotion of the applicant he has filed a
'detailed repfesenﬁatimn Annexure VI. The applicant has
given comparative statements regarding‘pay and the
anomaious‘situation thereof tovsubport his casa‘ﬁhat'his
junior is drauing mgre pay on ac;ount-of the orderé issued
by the 3rd respondant. Accerding to tﬁe appiicant for
thé regasons mentioned in thé representation and in vieu
~of the'liftiﬁg of the percentége restrictions for promction
as pointed cut Sy the applicant, he is entitled to promo-
tion at an éaflier déte. He has filed this application

with ths following reliefs:
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"i) "i) Declare that dercentaga assegsment fixed
in Annexure V by the respondents are arbitrary

ii) to award the applicant his promotion and other
benefits as on 1.2.1986 on the basis of the
trade qualification obtained by him and give

- applicant his proper pay scale;

iii) to direct the respondents to consider and
dispose of Annéxura,VI-representation forthwith;

iv) to issue such other orders or directions as
this Han'ble Tribunal deems fit and proper in

the circumstances of ths cass."

3.  Detailed reply has been filed on behalf of the

drd respondent denyiﬁg th; averments and ths allegations

in the abplicat;on. The applicant has filed alrejoinder

givibgzhis reply to the various allegations and §tatements

in the reply statement. . At the tiée of the final Héaring it

was brought‘tb aug notice that the questions raisad by

the applicanf pertaining the anomalous si;uation and the-

percentage restrictions for promotion are unde£ considera-~

tion by Director, Regignal Research Laboratory, Trivandrum
h

in Annexure VI. His representation has not so Par . beaw Y-

disposed of consiQering the merits oF the applicaticn.

it may nagvbekpheper for qsﬁté<§o into‘tﬁe merits beFo:e

the Director takes a decision on the issue arising in

this case. o

' . . e o
4. : Having heard the parties we fs®f that it would

"be premature for us to consider the issues on merits and

-

give our final opinion gn the contentions raised by the
épplicant at this stage, garticuiarly when Annexure-\I
representation is pending cohsidaraﬁion before the Directa .

It is for the Director to take a decision in this matter

.
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at thié‘stage, Hence, without expressing any
opinion on the issues raised in this caese we would
like to dispose of the caéa with directions in the
intereét of justice. Accordingly, we direct the

drd ‘respondent to consider and dispase of Annexure VI
representation submitéed by the applicant iﬁ tﬁis
case, uninFluen;ed'by any of the étatementg and
commitments made by the respondsents in the reply
statement élrgady?iled in thié case. This shall be

done within a period of 2 manths time from the date ¥

- of receipt of the copy of the judgment. 1If the

applicant is aggrieved by the out come bhe may take
appropriate legal steps provided under lau-
9. The epplicants in the connected case also
filed similar representations which was Annexure VI
to Annexure VI-C in the connected case 0A-211/91.
We issue same directions to the drd respondent in
that case also.
6. | In the result both the applications are
disposed of with thebsame a@ewg directions.as
indicated abovsf
7 ' There will be no order asto costs.
N 207 '
Tl <t —
(N DHARMADAN) : (PS HABEEB MOHAMED)

JUDICIAL MEMBER ADMINISTRATIVE MEMBER
18.6.82.°
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