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BEFOIE THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
MUMBAI BENCH, MUMBAI

«
Original Application Nos.316/94 &
Original Applicaton No.11@9/96
{
Dated this %‘14/ the Z/'(f/\ Dsy of %ﬁﬂ//zmm
Coram : Hon 'ble Shri B.N. Bahadur, Member (A)
Horm "ble Shri S.L. Jain, Member (J)
Shri S5.P. Rs1i,
Deputy Director of Agriculture
Fort Area, P.0.Motl Daman-396220. «« Applicant in
0A 316/94
(By Advocate Shri I.J. Naik)
Vs. .
1. The Administrator,
Administration of Union Territory
of Daman & Diu,
Fort Area, Mocti Daman.
2. The State of Goa,
through
The#Chief Secretary,
Secretariat,
P.0. Panaji, Goa—-403001. . —
3. Union of India, thorugh
The Secretary, Ministry of
Home Affairs, Central Secretariat,
North Block, New De] i. .. Respondents
(By Advocate Shrl V.S, (jxé;) ’
Original Appllcaxc(/ﬂ\gl 96
1. R.S. Suthar, '
2. B.L. Patel, ‘ i
3. N.P. Shah, '
4, R.K. Kapdi,
5., V.D. Godee,
&, B.M. Solanmka, _ .
7. T.S. Sharma : !
All Survevyore, Department of Forest, ’ i
Survey & Land Reforms, Dadra & Nagar :
Haveli, Silvassa.. : .» Applicants in i
0A 11089/96 o
(By Advocste Shri 1.J. Naik) “mJ
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-2- ' 0A 316/94 & 1109/96

Vs, . 5

1. The Administrator of U.T. of
Dadra & Nagar Haveli,
Administrator’'s Secretariat,
P.D. Silvassa-396 230.

2. Union of India, through
The Secretary, Ministry of
Home Affairs, Central Secretariat,
North Block, New Delhi. .. Respondents in

0A 1109/96
(By Advocate Shri V.S. Masurkar)

ORDER
[ Per : Shri B.N. Bahadur, Member (@A) 3

We are considering,and disposing herein 2 0As since, in
both the O0As the issues involved are similar. ThESQi,OAS 'jpr
R )

Nos.316/94 and 1109/96. Needless to say, whecﬁever any facts or

conclusions need to be distinguished/this will be done.

2.0000...1In 0A No.316/94, h&oapplicant Shri S.P. Rai is working

as Deputy Director Agricdlture with the UT Administration of
Daman and Diu.\\A:>seeks the relief, in substance, fhat he should
be provided the pay scale of Rs.3000-4500 from 1.6.1987 as per
4th Pay Commission recommendations. This relief is ;lso sought
for the beriod from 25.11.1986 till 31.5.1987 viz. for whﬂ‘h

period the applicant worked in the erstwhile Union Territory of

Goa, Daman & Diu. Consequent reliefs are also sought.

. S ..The grievance of the applicant is that in the Union
Territory of Dadra & Nagar Haveli, under the same Administration

the Deputy D%Zector Agriculture gets the scale of Rs.30006-4500,
..
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-3 - 0OA 3146794 & 110@9/96
whereas the present applicant has been provided the lower pay

scale of Rs.2200-4000.

4,.......The applicant claims- that the nature of duties and
responsibilities pefformed by the aforesaid_two Deputy Directors
is identical. The applicant has described, in his application,
the historical background of his postings etc. and the
background of the delinking of the Union Territory of Daman & Diu

from the composite Union Territory of Goa, Daman & Diu in 1987.

~

- el

Sesssee.0ne of the ground taken is that the applicant works&the'
same Development Commissioner, as in the other Union Territory

and when & similar Administratio exists there cannot be any
diisaémination. He adds that the<j<3hogi\éghe Ministry is the
gxtzﬁi/:;ntrolling authori%y\g;% on *his'ground also seeks equal
treatment in the.matter_pf bay 5ca195; The applicant avers that
representations made ;; him have gone unaswered and that in .the
action of Union Territory of Daman & Diu in not giving higher pay
scales to which the applicant is entitled is discriminatofy and

7

.illegal and suffers from non application of mind.

b.......In the other (0.A.1109/96) the applicant is one Shri R.S.
Sdiar, Surveyor working with the Union Territory Administration
of Dadra & Nagar Haveli. (D&NH) Here the relief sought, in

substance, is a claim to be place in the pay scale of
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- 4 - OA 316/94 & 1109/96

/ 1
Rs.1200-2040, which scale isapplicable to the other Surveyors of

~
Union Territory Administration of Daman & Diu. The applicant

attaches copies of recruitment rules in botn the ‘cases and draws
support upon ' from these to claim benefit on the accepted

principle of equal pay for equal work.

Sre ok

7ecceeaApplicant avers that = actlon of the Union Territory

Administration of Dadra & Nagar Haveli / Central Government in
placing thim in the pay scaie of Rs.950-1500@ is illega{)and shows
non applicsation of mlnd innce the duties and responsibilities
etc. which the Surveyors of U.T. of Dadra & Nagar Haveli_ﬁjye
been performing are similar to those performed by their counter
parts in the UT of Goa, Daman & Diu. Other general argument¢made

in the first 0.A.(316/94) haye Qgen repeated in this case also.

o

8........ To summar1 I'n the first 0A, (316/94) the applicant,
a Deputy Dlr;x' ot Agriculture with Union Territory,
Administration of Daman & Diu seeks parity 1in pay scales with
Deputy birectors of Agriculture working under the Union/Territory
of Dadra & Nagar Haveli. On the other hand, in the second Oﬁi{
(11@9/96) the applicant ®mas who is Surveyor with the Dadra & Nagar

Haveli Administration seeks parity with his counterparts working

in the Union Territory Administration of Daman & Diu.

i ..The Respondents have filed written statement in each 0A

S
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in which following averments are madeg—

B0A 316794

(i) The prayer 1is barred by limitation in as much as it
challenges orders dated 25.11.86 and 12.8.87 (A-1).

The facts relating to historicsel evolution of the ,‘dministration)
and the implications of the division of Union Territory of Gosa,
Daman & Diu on 30.5.1987 are explained. Daman & Diu formed a
separate Union Territory after this date, whereas Dadra & Nagar
Haveli also found the sepagrate Union Territory but did not formed
a part of erstYh}léangin Té?litory of Goa, Daman & Diu. The
recruitment rules framed by erstwhile Urnion Territory of Goa,
Daman & Diu are applicable_to Daman & Diu )and havé been made

applicable to Shri S.P. Rai.

(ii) It is stated that the applicant has no ctaim to the scale of

{X y W‘CAL-LD,:A—» s —
Rs . 3006-4500, as’l' 9 another Union Territory (Dadra &
. . L

i
Nagar Haveli). It 1is not material that itJ under the same

Administrator as Union Territory of Daman & Diu.

(iii)....Bualifications are materially different in as much as
number of years of service required is 8 years in Government of

Dadra & Nagar Haveli and 3 years in Daman & Diu for promotion to

the post ﬁf Deputy Directorlequivalent scale post.
A — — e ry—— -
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0A 1109/96

=3

10.......The Respondents have also filed a reply in

(11909/96), where all averments and allegations of the applicant

" are denied. It 1s stated that the cause of action arose when the

different scale were prescribed and paid to the applicanﬁ,and to
the Surveyors belonging to different Union Territories with
effect from 1.1.1986, alleging that the application is delayed by
9 years with reference to the relief date. The Respondents
prayed that it be.dismissed on grounds of delay and latches, and
being hit by limitation.
-:)

11......The Respondents stated that the dis-parity in the pay
scales of Surveyors in\Damap &Q&fu Administration Dadra & Nagar

N\

Commission. Th%gf:}}eged that such grievances as are being made

Haveli have existed e enC&Eince the recommendations of 3rd Pay
: \\ —

should have b taken up with the 4th Pay Commission or 5th Pay

Commission and only on such recommendations can parity i be

provided. Even originally when Surveyors in Dadra &vNagar Haveli

were 1in ‘the pay scale of R5.26w—4®@)whereas in Daman. & Diu thgy

were placed in the gcéle of Rs.330-560 (revised pay sc;!gé

respectively are Rs.9250-1508 and Rs.1200-2040).

8a.

12. The recommendations of the 4th Pay Commission have been
followed in accordance with present pay scale) and even though
- - . - , — T
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functions and responsibilities of Surveyors are similar, the pay
scales are different in view of the facts given in para 9 of
written reply. This is what has been importantly indicated in
the reply. There has been no ;pc1ip«tiog,—q;:=ﬁﬁ; Ellegél
oqy&ssion/>and further revision‘)if any) has to be done~ by
Government of India. The Respondents further states that there
is no discrimination or violation of principles of "equal pay for
equal work". ‘

13......We have heard Learned Counsel on both sides. Learned
Counsel for the applicant took us over the facts of the case and

first made the point that there was no difference of fundamental
nature between tre 2 Unt?n ré;ories, wgich were controlled by
tﬁe same ﬂinistrL(;ﬁn t E€Zovernment of India and had the same
Administrator. He claimed that there was discrimination in
placing the applicants in both 0OAs in pay scales fhat were lower
to their counterparts in the other Union Territories. In the
case of Shri 5.P. Rai (0OA 3146/94), Shri 1.J. Naik, Learned
Counsel for the applicant prepared a chart of duties for our

consideration to make the pocint that these were similar in both

Union Territor%es. According to him recruitment rules

ree;gitménﬁ:fﬂsgg' were same also. We have seen the authorised

papers taken on record. Learned Counsel argued in the case of
Shri R.P. Sutar (11089/96) that here also the functions and
%

duties M€ were the same’and placing them in different scales in

the two UTs ‘;hé?' was violative of the Constitution. He placed

A A
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- B8 - 0A 316794 & 1109/96

reliance on the copies of Recruitment Rules that were relevant in ¢

his submiscion.

14..... Learned Courisel for the applicant places reliance on a

fairly large number of cases which he cited in both the 0As, as

below:~
(i) Jingran’'s case 1988 SCCL 5785
(ii) Dhirendra Chamoli- & Another Vs. State of UP 1986

SCC(L&5)187

{ii1) Union of India & Others Vs. Debashis Kar & Others 1995

SCC(L&S) 1303 . P
{iv) Pramod Bhartiya’'s case.
(v) Jaipal Vs,, State of Haryana 1988 SCC(L&S)785
{vi) P.Savita & Others Vs.,Union of 1India & Others 1985

SCC(L&S) 826.
{vii) Order in AC%Q/94 DTD. 22.2.99 of CAT (Mumbai).
G\
o

15..... AP%P@ng the case on behalf of the Respondents, their
Learned Counsel,Shri V.S. Masurkg; took us over the details of

the facts of thESe cases, including recruitment rules cite!’in

both cases. While stating that he did not challenge the powers

of the Tribunal for a judicial assessment in such cases, he made

the point that successive Pay Commission$ had given +=omn ihe .

reports since the position of alleged discrimination brought out

—r " = - T ———_— " p————s
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~5- DA 316/94 & 1109/96
and 1t was lsquarelyiizﬁ;ponsibility of the applicant slleging
discriminstion to prove it, as per settled law. Counsel for the
Respondents went on to say that tﬁere was no certified order or
any authentic document to show the duties in relevant cases. In
the absence va such documents, no discrimination can be proved.
Furtheg,he argued thet the recruitment rules are only one aspect
of the cleim, in any case, ang cannoct form the sole basis of
deciding that the posts in the two UTs had to be providec with

the same pay scsles.

16...,. Counsel +;l thg Rl ondent: alleged that 1t was for the

appllcantm to provide evidence that they approached the Pay
Commission or any éther authority in this matter. He referred to
annexure A-S filed by Shri R.,S. Sutar and made the point that
this application was addreszssed to the Precsident of India and not
to the Pay Commission. Further, for a benefit that bhas be;n
claimed with effect from 1986, the 0As were filed very belatedly.
Councsel for the Respondents argued that just because the
Qdministrato% and the Ministry were common, it did not form any
hasic for the conclusione that all persons similarly designated
should be provided the same pay scales. He also made the point
that he cannot be automatic parity of similarly designated
percsons in all Union Territories. The following Jjudgment were
cited by the _Counsel “for Respondents in support of has

contentions and arguments.

s ¢ o e e —




~10- 0A 316/94 & 1189/96

(a) 1996 (2) SCSLJ S@1 Chandigarh Admn. VYs. Kishan Bhandari.

(b) Pramod Bhartiya“'s case.

Learned Counsel for Respondent said that the decision in 0A

No.16/794 of this Bench of the Tribunal dated

The

(22.2.1999) (relied
on by applicant’s Counsel) could not form the basis of providing

the relief sought.

17..... Now let us take up the facts and arguments in 0OA 314/94

The fiest _o4

“argument¢of the Counsel for the applicant is

seen into two broad directions, the first in generality to state

that the principlé of equal pay for equal work must operate

because the controlling Ministry is the same and the

‘Administrator T the same etc. The second relates to the pointed

assertions that Q\& ment rules are similar and that duties are

also sim{\if\C) We take up the second part first and find that in

Dammn & Diu\the minimum qualifications for promotions Ffrom the

grade of Rs.2000-3500 (AAD) is for 3 years service requirement in

that grade. On the other bhand in Dadra Nagar & Haveli the

This the

B4

promotion to the higher

requirement is for a five years period of service. is

major difference in requirements for

grade. It must be stated immediately that the difference is not

peripheral or merely technical and will hit the claim of the

applicant to a parity of scale, in any judicial assessment, even

if duties are the same.

ot
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-7 - 0A 3146/94 & 1109/96
functions and responsibilities of Surveyors are similar, the pay
scales are different in view of the facts given in para 9 of
written reply. This 1s what has been importantly indicated in
the reply. There has been no ch1ip«tiog,—q;:=iﬁ; illegél
om ission’>and further revision-)if any) has to be done‘ by
Government of India. The Respondents further states that there
is no discrimination or violation of principles of "equal pay for

equal work".

-

13......We have heard Learned Counsel on both sides. Learned
Counsel for the applicant took us over the facts of the case and
first made the point that there was no difference of fundamental

in

the csame Minisitr overnment of India and had the same

nature between the;2 Unt?n ré;ories, wﬁich were controlled by
r L t eez

Administrator. He claimea that there was discrimination 1in

placing the applicants in both OAs in pay scales fhat were lower

to their counterparts in the other Union Territories. In the

case of Shri ©&.P. Rai (DA 316/94), Shri 1.J. Naik, Learned

Counsel for the applicant prepared a chart of duties for our
considerqtion to make the point that these were similar in both
Union Terr;gf:zes. According to him recruitment rules
ree;gi&ﬁénﬁ:fﬁzgg' were same also. We have seen the authorised
papers taken on record. Learned Counsel argued in the case of
Shri R.P.V_ Sutar (1109/96) that here also the functions and
duties thé/were the same,and placing them in different scales in

the two UTs ;hgf was violative of the Constitution. He placed
. A 7—1’ .
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-8 - 0A 316794 & 1109/96

reliance on the copies of Recruitment Rules that were relevant in °

his submission.

14..... Learned Counisel for the applicant places reliance on &,

fairly 1large number of cases which he cited in both the ORs, as

below: -
(i) Jingran’'s case 1988 SCCL 5785
(ii) Dhirendra Chamoli- & Another Vs. State of UP 1985

SCC(L&S5)187

(iii) Union of 1India & Others Vs. Debashis Kar & Others 1995

SCC(L&S) 1303 , P
{1iv) Pramod Bhartiya’'s case.
(v) Jaipal VS;AStgte of Haryana 1988 SCC(L&S)785
{vi) P.Savita & Others Vs.Union of India & Others 1985

SCC(L&S) B26.
{vii) Order in AC$Q/94 DTD. 22.2.99 of CAT (Mumbai).
&\
)

15..... AP%P@ng the case on behalf of the Respondents, their

lLearned Counsel}Shri V.S. Masurkg; took us over the details of

the facts of these cases, including recruitment rules cite!’in

both cases. While stating that he did not challenge the powers

of the Tribunal for a judicial assessment in such cases, he made
s

the point that successive Pay Commission® had given f=om ithe .

reports since the position of alleged discrimination brought out

—p— ¢ ui ~ o T — - - - i




—9- 7 DA 316/94 & 1109/96
and it was :squarelyifzg;ponsibility of the applicant alleging
discriminsation to prove 1t, as per settled law. Counsel for the
Respondents went on to say that tﬁere was no certified order or
any auvuthentic document to show the duties in relevant cases. In
the absence 'Df such documents, no discrimination can be proved.
Furtheg,he argued that the recruitment rules are only one aspect
of the <claim, in any case, and cannct form the sole bssis of
deciding that the posts In the two UTs had to be provided witﬁ

the same pay scales.

16..... Councel f;l'thg Rl ondentq alleged that 1t was for the

applicants teo provide evidence that they approached the Pay
Commissipn or any éther authority in this matter. He referred to
Annexure A-5 filed by Shri R.5. Sutar and made the point. that
this application wac addrecscsed to the Precident of India and not
to the Pay Commission. Further, for a benefit that has beén
claimed with effect from 1986, the 0ORs were filed very belatedly.
Councsel for the Resﬁondents argued that Just becaucse the
Qdmlnlstratof arnd the Ministry were common, i1t did not form any
basis +for the conclusions that all persons similarly designated
should be provided the same pay scales. He also made the peoint
that he cannot be automatic parity of similarly designated
persons in all Union Territories. The {following Jjudgment were
cited by the Counsel for Respondents in support of his

contentions and arguments.

N ¢ : T —



-10- 0A 316/94 & 1109/96
(a) 1996 (2) SCSLJ S@f Chandigarh Admn. VYs. Kishan Bhandari.
(b) Pramod Bhartiya's case.

The Learned Counsel for Respondent said that the decision in 0A
No.16/74 of this Bench of the Tribunal dated (22.2.1999) (relied
on by applicant’s Counsel) could not form the basis of providing

the relief sought.

17..... Now let us take up the facts and arguments in 0A 314/94

The fiesst _o4 “argument¢of the Counsel for the applicant is
seen into two broad diréctions, the first in generality to s}ate
that the principlé. o? equal pay for equal work must operate
because the controlling Ministry is the same and the
'Administrator fs the same etc. The second relates to the pointed
assertions that Q&G‘ment rules are similar and that duties are
also simj a\\C) We take up the second part first and find that in
Damemn & Djz\ﬁhe minimum quallflcatlons for promotions from the
grade of Rs.2000-35008 (AAD) is for 3 years service requirement in
that grade. On the other hand in Dadra Nagar & Haveli the
requiremént is for a five years period of service. This is the
major difference in requirements for promotion to the higéZr
grade. It must be stated immediately that the difference is not
peripheral or merely technical and will hit the claim of the
applicant to a parity of scale, in any judicial assessment, even

if duties are the same.

A,
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e
1B..... We now turrm our asttention to the foacts e the 0A 107/96

focus our attentidn to the 1important point of comparison of
recruitment qualificastionsof the post of Surveyor/#ield Surveyor
in the respective Union ferritories viz. those o0f Dadra and
Nagar Haveli and of Gos, Daman & Diu. The relevant notifications
/. o
areiyalleuat Annexue A-2 and A-3 of 0A 1109/96.  We have perused
these recruitment rules and find that the minimum recruitment
qualifications of the posts of Surveyors in Dadra & Nsgar Havell
and of Field Surveyor in Gos, Daman & Diu are similar. The only
difference is that in the former, inter-slis, requirement 1s "S5C
or eguivalent” whereas the relevant requiremert in Daman & Diu is
"Matriculation or equivslent with Mathematics as a subject”.

Thie point was feebly touched uporn by Respondent's Counsel but no

substantisl difference 1is seen no ] L Q% point made that

or is
applicants do_ not have Matheg;tiéjcgs . subjecg}and it was this
!

/

that was coming in their wavy.

19. We first desl with the point of limitstion rsised by the
Respondents in  both Ofs. It is obvious that the cause being
a ' '

agitated iSlcontinuing cause of actioﬂ,and hence will not be hit
by limitation. If+, however, some relief has to be granted the
delay in filing of the DA will be taken care of by adjusting the

date of relief from a loter date.

2@. We hsve perused the various judgments cited by both

learned counselei¥erd and findd some support for the cese of the

N
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applicants. There 1s no doubt that rulings in the case of o-
Debashis Kar and P. Savita are relevant, in that assessment can

be made on two importants points viz. those of réctpitment
Qualifications prescribed and the nature of thies; We find here
that the judgment in the case of S.S.Yadav and others vs. The UT 'f
of Dadra and Nagar Haveli pronounced in 0OA 16/94 on 22.2.1999 is ‘
of direct relevance and help in deciding the two OAs presently
before us. In deciding this OA, the Tribunal has carefully

considred the law settled by Apex Court,including the limitations

of Courts and Tribunals.

e e

21. In this Qijgnt, the Mumbai Bench of the Tribunal hade
examined \\lel a

Stockmen in the UT of Dadra & Nagar Haveli have claimed equal pay

in which the applicants working as

compared to their counterparts in the UT of Daman & Diu. The

Tribunal has importantly examined the recruitment qualification

prescribed in the recruitment rules as also the duties prescribed

for the post of applicants in that 0A. This indeed is what we have

|
|
J
]‘

done in Paras 17 & 18 above, and we are convinced that the decision
0OA 16/94 .referred to above, the .reasoning therein and the -
' i
position settled can form the basis of decisions in the two Oa; 1
before us.
22. We must, here reproduce some rvelevant parts of the
judgment which we consider as being relevant here. It has been j
1
P B4 :
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T b -
H I
. @1
- - hd K x
agye S -




L S

- 13 - DA 3146/94 & 11@7/96

stated in para 4 as below:-

g, After hearing both counsels and perusal
of the materials on record, the only point to be
considered is whether applicants have made out a
case for getting higher pay scales on the ground
of equal pay for egual work? It is well settled
that Courts and Tribunals cannot interfere in the
case of revision of payscale or fixation of
payscales for different categories of post.
Hence Pay Commissions who have to determine the
pay scales for different categories depending on
nature of duties, mode of recruitment etc. The
Courts and Tribunals cannot evaluate these itemsd
as to what is the proper pay Ffor a particular
post. To find out the equality between the two
sets of officials under two different states or
Administration, we have examined their structure
and Constitution.

5. It is also well settled that if the

payscales of comparable employees are not equal
though they are doing equal work then Courts or
Tribunals may interfere 1if it finds that the
difference in payscale invites the wvice of
article 14 and 16 of Constitution of India. Then
there is a Constitution Mandate under Article
39(d) which states that State shall ensure equal
pay for equal work. Theriefore we have to
exercise limited jurisdiction,| i¢ t applicants
counterparts are gﬁt\f@gcﬁé agii lar payscale
whether the applicants 1 l1so be paid eqgual

shou
pay for equal work?".

o

23. Also it may further be stated that whereas it may not be
justified to claim equal pay for all similarly designated persons

in all UTs merely because of designation. . We neverthelecss agree

Ve

with the remarks made in the para &6 of the Judgment in the cacse

of S5.5. Yadav. We reproduce it below.
"5, It is also noted that both the Union

Territories come under the control of Union of
India after liberation from Portugese dominion.
Further both the Union Territories come under the
control of one Administrator and under control of

one Government hence there cannot be
discrimination 1in payscales when they are doing
same work with the same gqualification and

experience and in the same department”.

- ,,._,‘_,,,r_,_,a.‘.__.._?_._A_.,_m_.,— P . U S e e e _.. .14 . . PO
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In this connection we have seen the case of Krishen Bhandari
referred to by Counsel for Respondents and find that in thst case
comparison was being drawn betweeﬁ posts in a UT and a State;

. here both administrations are UT administrations and this 1is a

definite difference.

24. To recapitulate the findings as to whether the
recruitment qualifications and the nature of duties of £he posts
are the same in the two casesy We find that in the case of
applicant GShri S.P.Rai in OA No.316/94, there is a material
difference in number of years of service reguired ﬁ’F

eligibility for promot:&g(:§égjthe scale of Rs.3000-4400. This

means that no rel e given to him in a judicial assessment

like ours. (lt is\another matter if the Administration were to

—

consider it and +t3ke a different decision 1in any future

exercise).

.29. In the case of Shri Suthar and 9ther5, we have discussed
the ques@ion of similarity of duties and recruitment
qualifications in para 18 above and hence they would have to A A
proyided with reliefs sought. In providing the relief also
specificaliy in regard to date of effect,we would also.depend on
the basis arrived at by t@is Tribunal in its decision on {JA

No.16/94.

et
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26. Thus, we make the following orders in the two OAs before
us:-—
ORDER IN OA 3146/94
0A No.316/94 1is hereby dismissed, with no order as to

costs.

ORDER IN 0OA 1109/96

(a) All six applicants in this OA are held to be entitléd to

the pay scale of Rs.1200-2040 te——%hese—-aﬁf?ggggzg with effect
from 1.9.1996 i.e. from the month in which they filed the 0.A.
Their pay should be fixed at the appropriate stage in their ne@
pay scales, depending upon their stage o¥'pay in old pay scale.
Applicants should be paid arrears on the above basis from
1.9.1996 in the new pay scale. #he applicants are also entitled
to all consequentia? b%n{ﬁit a aﬂﬁ%b e as per rules. : K

(b) Respondente are required to comply with this order within

a period of 4 months from the date of receipt of a copy of the

order. ‘
(c) There will be no order as to costs.
éﬁfﬂﬂ . -
-
- . — .
( 5.L. Jain ) ( B.N. Bahadur )/
Member (J) Member (A).
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" CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
MUMBAI BENCH, MUMBAI.

REVIEW PETITIION NO.65/2000
in
ORIGINAL AFPLICATION NO.11@9/96

CORAM:  HON'BLE SHRI B.N. BAHADUR, MEMBER (A)
HON BLE SHRI S.L.JAIN, MEMEBER (&)
Shri R.5.8uthar and & others. sowas Applicants

VSI
Administration of Union Territories

of Dadra and Nagar Haveli. «aae Respondents

TRIBUNAL ‘S ORDER _ON REVIEW PETITION BY CIRCULATION
DATED [{TH DECEMBER, 2000.

[Per: B.N.Bahadur, Member (A)]

This R?view Petition (No.&S/2000) has been filed in 0.A.
No.1109/%96. Th; nrders were issued by us dated 4th February, 2000
whereby 0.As. No.316/94 and 0A. No.1109/96 were disposed of.

2. The R.F. has been filed in regard to Orders made in

0..No.1109/96 and is stated to be fiied because the Original

Respondents claimed that there is error apparent on the face ot

the record. The alleged errors apparent are made out in paragrapb

2 {(a) onwards.

Z. We have carefully perused these contentions and find they

do not pertain to any errors apbarent, They. are clearly made as
arguments,. Some of these arguments have équarely heen taken in

the 0A. itself and have been considered before the Orders were

passed.
4. Be that as it may, there is no error apparent on the face
of the record discernible. The Original :Respandentﬁ

{(Petitioner), may well be aggrieved by the orders passed by us,
but the remedy for their grievance does not lie in an R.F. It

may lie elsewhere.
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«2”- R-P-éﬁ(}zmm@
L The R.F. is therefore, devoid of any merits and is hereby
rejected. Farties be informed.
' waﬂaagpa
&L(.g“lr -~ w———— .
{(5.L.dain) (B.N.Bahadur)
///Z/m
Member (J) Member (A
Gik
Y
i



