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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
MUMBVAY BENCH MUMBAT.
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ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO: 617/2000, 6187200
§20/2000, 172000

THURSDAY the 2nd day of JANUARY 2003
Hon'ble Shri S.L. Jain, - Member (J)

I

Hon'ble Smt. Shanta Shastry - Member (A}
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ir

OA 617/2000

Dinanath Keshav Apte
R/at 41, Hem Rhuvan
Vacharaj Lane
Matunga, Mumbai. ...App
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, Mumbai. ...Applicant in

Q& 61%9/2000

Rangpal Yadav
F/at - Room No.1
"Loknagari', MIDC Road,

Ambarnath {E).
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Narayan Bhagwa
"R/at 182, Geet
Bzshind NaJhde
Karjat {(¥) Raiga
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Bhagwandas P. Agarwal
R/at 23, Snehbandh,

Near Gurukul Soc.,
Pach-Pakhadi, Thane (W).
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By Advocate Shri J.M. Tanpure.
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OAs 617/2000, 618/2000, 619/2000, 620/2000, 621

N

21/2000 ar
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heard together with the consent of the parties, as

they involve one and the same question of facts and law.

2. The applicants in the above referred Ois seekﬁ
“declaration that placing them in the lower grade /
950 - 1500 from the grade / scale of Rs. 1400 - 22300 is illeqgal

uncenstitutional and they are entitled to be placed in the scale

as Rs §200/- instead of Rs 4670/~ alonawith interest of 18%
thereon.

3 The applicants in OA 617/2000 and 621/2000 were working
as Head Signaller in the grade of Rs. 1400 - 2300 in Talegraph.

Office Bombay VT. As they were declared surplus, they were
allowed option and the applicants have opted for the post of

Junior TC. The applicants in QA 617/2000 and £21/2000 were

were retained as Junior TC.
4 The facts of other QAs are sgimilar to the above referred
OAs regarding options exercised by the applicants
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3] ine grievance of the applicants is that they ought to
oy -~ —~ -~
nave been granted the pay protection suffice to state that
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950 - 1800 He further relied on Exhibhit R -TV We have perused
rara 2 and 3 of the same which hag heen relied by the parties.

It isg neot a case where the applicants were drawing pay which wasg

make any grievance for the same.

7. The learned coungel for the applicant relisd on 1987 ILJ
Abid Hussain and others etc. V/s Union of India and others for
the proposition that equality before law deserves to be

-------



9.1.1997 We have perusad the said letter and we ars.unable to
4

agree with the counsel for the applicants. s S

8. The learnsed counsel for ths respondents relied on an

order passed in OA 1078/98 by this Bench on 4.12.2002 and argu

)]

ok

that the case is similar ons and now the matter is no
resintigra We have perused the said order and we find that the

applicants are not able to make out any new ground for awarding

the relief asked for and the decision in OA 1078 applies to the
‘present case,
¢ ° In the result the OAs are liable to be dismised and are
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{(Smt. Shanta Shastry) {8.1.Jain)
Membar(A) Member{J)
NS




