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(Order per Hon'b
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le Justice Shri M.G.Chaudhari,

Uice=Chairman).,

sri J.V.Lakshman Rao, for the petitioner. Sri W Satya-

narayana, holding for
Wa see no ground to a

Order gave folloui ng

(i)The applica
payscala of
of prcmofio
conseguenti

(ii)The paysca
Jr .Supervi
of each of
Rse1350-220

(iii)Responden

St N.V.Raghava Reddy for the Respondents.

dmit this Contempt Petition., Tha Original

dirsctions @

nts were to bs given the benefit of
Rse1350=-2200 from 1,1,86 till the date
n of each of them as Jr.Supervisor and
al arrears to be paid;

le of tﬁa‘apalfcants in the post of
sors to be fixed on the basis of pay
the applicant in the payscale of

0 and arrears to be paid;

ts to consider the case of ths appli-

-~ 0M dt.11.9.89 if they found eligible and entitled!}

‘cants forrfquation of pay in accordance with

~_ o
[t on par Ui

Lged ]

i'th penafits given to other ministries

“dhd organidations to be granted the same benefit
if so decided;

2. The learnsd counsal for the applican%sstatas that

direction No.Il has been complied with, His grisvance is that

tha Respondents have
in the light of the

that the'payscale of

not complied uith the second direction

3rd direction., The direction was given wis

the g plicants as Jr.5upsrvisors was to

be fixed on the basis of last drawn pay in the scals of pay of

Rse1358~-2200 consistently with the benafit given to them of that

paysgale from 1-1-86)

'¢;£444ruﬁﬁ1ublliﬁvu¢mcg
:E' .gﬁﬂﬁﬁdathat the applicants

could not be fixed on a pay lower than thé} had reached in the

scale of fs,1350«2200

on the date on which they become Jr,

Supervisors, which i stated tm be in 1988, The grievance
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"not to modify the exist
- The grievance that this

.are entitled to the pay

. however is not made on |that score in the petition,

lsarned counzel for the

What the

applicantj submits is that the respondents

have not taken a decisilon under direction No.3 mentionad sbove to

axtenﬁlthebanafit of the scale of %.1600—2669'to the applicants

in the posts of Jr.Supervisors and that amounts tc non compliance

of the original order.

to

It is not,possibi@]@gééﬁﬁjthis contention

firstly because the dirgection was mersly to considaé:huastiun of

. o oterd ‘ |
parity of psyscales uhich g not mean that thare was a direction

to give that scale striglight auay and secondly the respondents have

complied with the direc

tion by taking a decision vide Annexure-#Z,
ing payscale;} of Junior Supervisors,
decision is not fair and the aplicants

scale of %.1600-2660 dosa not reiata to

the directions contained in the OA and the gusstion of non-compliance

of the order therefcre

does not arise even with that grievance.

No action for contempt can be taken on that basis.

3 The learned
Annexure%ﬁi by which th

Jr.Supervisor is concer

I} ﬂ'M . F-Bﬁ‘
issued by the incompgte
‘ _ E\

counsel for the applicang;submitsthat
e decision not to mddify the payscale of
ned, it has no authority as it has been

nt authority (viz., Tha Director of Census

Operation, Hyderabad an

d the dacision éléo is not in tunes with

the decision of the Prijncipal Bench in UA Nos,1831/93 and 1832/93 .

dt «2.9.,94 (Annexure=6).

Annexure=2 is that it i
the Ministry of Finance
86 (44), dt.11,9.89 rea

and in consultation uwit

What we however notice from the memorandum’

s based on the instructions contained in
,LOepartment of Expenditure OM. F.72(1)/1E/

d with IM No.F.7(1)/1C/86(44) dt.12-1-90

*

ed
h the Ministry of Finance, Department of

alt
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Exﬁanditure, %he\Guvsrnmant of India wheo had undartakan réviau of
the structure of payscales in respect of the,posts of Jr.Suparvisnrs
i.e. in respect of payécale of Rs,1400-2300 and of Senior Supervisors
in the payscéla of Rse1640-2900in the affice of Ragistran,ﬁéneral of
India with @refarenc§ﬂ;AJisa by the N.I.C. for different levels of |
Data Entry posts as per the instructions contained in Ministry of
Fipnance 0.M. dt.11,9,1989, It is not therefore corrsct to say that

ths decision was taken by the—ittegel/incompetent authority since

it is taken by ths Sou@rmment of India. Moreover this memorandum

appears to have been marked to the Registrar General of India

(Respondent No.3), whe (Hds not dis-agreed with ths same.

4, In so far as the claim of the applicants that they should
be placed in the higher scale uwhich involves disputing the correct-

ness of the decision ment;nned_aboua oP'the Governmant of India
. . A - '
conveyad by memorandum dt,11,9,89 in Annexure-2 and based on the

: I’AC—O"’\-LUV‘YL-MI St
decision of ths Principal Benchﬁae a guestion whish cannot ba

entertained in the contempt application as it does not arise from

the directions giuan in the QOriginal Applicaticns, In the contempt

- »

patition all thatwiaquiradtn be seen that whather the directions
7

given are complied with or not. 9Sirce the Respondents have complied
Hl™ S ’

" with and the dispute now |sought to be raised is out side the scope

fal
o ’ [ L.
of the 0.A. “We question pof dis-obedience to the original order ks

-arié&ag. The contempt petition is accordingly re jected.
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