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BEFORE THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
BOMBAY BENCH

Original Apnlication No. 31 of 91

Manjoth Singh ' ‘e Applicant
Vs.

1. Union of India, through
the Chief of the Naval Staff
Naval Headguarters,
New Delhi - 110 011.

2. The Union Publicg SerV1ce
Commission,
Dhelpur House
New Delhi - 110 001.

3. The Chief of the Naval Staff
(through the Director of
Civilian Personnel),

KNaval Head Quarters,
New Delhi - 110 011.

4, The Flag Officer,
Western Naval Command,
Bombay - 400 001. ‘oo Resgpondents

(r-‘_‘_’“‘_’b_"-\ i J S\‘lce
CORAM=—t=——15=Hon'ble Shri./ M.S. Deshpande, Vice Chairman

2. Hon'ble Shri. P.P. Srivastava, Member (A)

Appearances

1. Shri. Ramamurthy, Counsel
fer applic ant

2. Shri. V.S. Masurkar, Counsel
for respcondents

ORAL JUDGMENT ' DATED : 27/10/1994
¢ Per. Shri.il.S.Deshpande, V.G {

Vide this application, the applicant challenges
the Order dated 4/12/1990 by which the applicant's
entitlement for advance increments was reduced and
for a direction to the respondents tc continue +to pay

Six
to the applicant three increments in addition to three
increments which have already been granted. The applicant
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was appointed as a Civilian Gazetted Officer on

the recommendation of the Union Public Service
Commissicn vide letter dated 25.6.1985 and in

pursuénce of the recommendations of the U.P.S.C,

he was granted three increments in the scale of

pay of Rs. 650—30—740-35w810—580—40—IOOO-EB-40-1ZOO

and his pay was fixe§ at £5.740/- p.m vide letter

dated 25.6.1985{Ex. fA'). The applicant then claimed six
increments on the basis of his Army Service as a

Sho?t Service Commissioned Officer for every completed
vear of service admigsible under the Ministry of

Home Affairs 1et{-_er dated 29.11.1984 (Ex.,'B'), by
£filing an applicatioﬁ dt. 28,11.1985. He claimed these
increments in additibn to the three which were already
granted (Ex. 'C'). The letter dated 9.6.1987 readsthat
the matter was consiﬁéred and it has been cbserved that
the applicant had beén recommended for appointment with
with - the threee advgnce increments in the scale of

Rs. 650 -~ 1200 by the letter dated 16.3.1985, on the
basis of his perforﬁance at the interview and such
increments are grantéd under FR 27, It was also stated
there, that as such he would et these increments in
addition to thersix increments to thch he is reported
to be entitled in tefms of Ministry c¢f Home Affairs

C.M dated 29.11.1984.
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2. The letter dated 29.11.1984 (Annexure 'R1')
provides that after considering the matter, it has
been decided that thdse officers who had joined
after 10.1.1968 may be granted adv ance increments
ecual to the completed vyears of service rendered
by them in Acmed Forces on a basic pay (inclusive
of deferred pay but excluding other emoluments) equal
to or higherrthan the' minimum of the Scale attached

i
to the civil post. The pay so arrived at should not,
» : however, exceed the bi51c pay {including the deferred

pay but excluding of other emoluments) last drawn by

them in the Armed Forces.

3. It is significa%t to note that, this does not
refer to the pay which is granted on the basis of
' | performance c¢f a candidate at the time of interview,
but it was sp6c1f1ed that the pay so arrived at should

A-) ‘ A, -— "‘SMM%W—Q
.- ; not exceed the Dbasic payC}lggzﬂﬁrawn %y them in the

Armed Forces. In the present case,_if all the nine
increments are granted to the applicant, it will not

exceed the basic pay of Rs.1,200/-,

4. The learned counsel for 4rgsé§§§ents, Shri.Masurkar
urged tbat the entitlehents of ‘the applicant will be
“determined by the lettér dated 29.11.1984 {(Annexure ‘R1‘)
which we have referred. It does not seem to us that
this letter would help the respondents in reducing g2y
of the applicant by three increments which were already
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granted to him on theé basis of his performance at the
time of interview, which is not covered by this letter.
The Government's letéer (UPsC), dated 6.2.1990 (Annexure
'R4') by which the review was undertaken alsc does not
give any reasonj'whaﬁsoever except by stating that in
view of congidering ﬁhe case having regard to all thé:j
relevant aspects, thglapplicant'é entitlement of
increments alsc shoul@ be fixed accordingly. We are
not akle to see any r%asonbhowlthe Rule wedsk justifieg
reduction which is prgposed to be done by the respondents
in consultation with %.P.S.C. Ther Fhe initial three
increments which camejto be granted on the basis of his

erformance stocd distinctlyvapart from the increments
P Y ap

granted on the basis of hig completed service in

. W beye redveed |
Armed Torces. In the absence of Rules, # cannot be deze.
: -t
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The action of respondénts cannot therefore be suppcrted.
In the fESult, we seﬁ aside the order dated 4.12.19%20

!
and direct the respongents to continue to give the three
increments which weregganctioned by President as per the

Ministry of Defence 1e£ter dated 19.06.1987. Since the

action had already been stayed vide an Interim Crder, no
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( P.P.SRIVASTAVA ) f (1 .S.DESHPANDE)
MEMBER (A) VICE CHAIRMAN

further directionsare necessary.



