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

RoCaDubay

C/D. Shri A.I.Bhatkar
Advocate,High Court,
4/13,Mohamed Hussain Chaul,
ﬂpp.AntOp Hill

Post Office Wadala,Bombay,

By Advocate Shri A.I.Bhatkar ess Applicant
v/s,

1. Union of India through
the Chief of the Naval Staff,
4 Nayal Headguarters,3ena Bhauan,
OHQ PO, New Dglhi,

2. The Flag Officer Commanding=-in-

Chief, Headquarters UWestern
Naval Command, Shahid Bhagat
Singh Road, Bombay.,

3, The Controller of Defence Accounts
{Navy), Cooperage Road,Bombay,

©
*

The Officer-in-charge,
Naval Transport Pool,
Colaba, Bombay.

By Advocate Shri V.S.Masurkar

CoGoS“oCu es s RGSpcndents

0 RDER (ORAL)

{Per: Shri P.P.Srivastava, Member (A)

Heard lMr,A.I.Bhatkar, counsel for the
%ﬁ?licant and Mr,V.S.Masurkar, counsel for the

respondents.

2. Mr.,B8hatkar relies upon the provisions of
rules as brought out by him in Para 4.3 fggfpaQEL
’hhﬁfﬁiﬁ}' 8 i S

00 it has been mentioned that
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"The initial pay, on re-employment,

should be fixed at the minimum stage
of the scale of pay prescribed for
the post on which an individual is
Te-employed, '

- In cases where it is felt
that the fixation on initial pay df
the re-gmployed officer at the
minimum of the prescribed pay scale
will cause undue hardship, the pay
may be fixed at a higher stage by
allowing one increment for each year
of service which the officer has
rendered before retirement in a post
not lower than that in which he is
re~employed,"

3. Counsel for the respondents, on the other
hand, has argued that the case of the applicant

who is the Driver is not covered by the special
provisions which haves bean made for Ex-Combatant
Clerks etc. which have been quoted by the applicant,
Howsver, he has brought out on record tuwo letters
dated 25,4.1996 and 1.641996 which show that the
matter is still under consideration., In view of
this, I dispose of this OA, yith the observation {}
that as and when the final decision is taken, the
applicant yould be informed of the same, The
applicant would be at liberty to agitate the matter
if he is aggrieved by the final decision if so advised,

The OA, is disposed of with the above directions.

(P.P.SRIVASTAVA)
MEMBER (A)
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