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IN THE CENTRAL /OMD4ISTRATIVE TRThti1AL : HYDERPIBAD EE4CH 

AT IDERAAb 

O.A,No 1467/94 
	

Date of Order: 18.9.97 

BETWEEN: 

Abdul Majid 
	

Applicant. 

AND 

1 Union of India4  rep, by its 
ecretary, Ministry of Defence, 

Séva Bhavan, New Delhi- 

2. The Cournandant, 
hOC Record Office, 
Trimuighe ry, Sec underabad, 	 Respondents. 

I 

counsel for the Respndents 	 .. Mr,N.VoRaghava Reddyt j 

p 
CORAM: 

HOM'RIR ST40 I C D t&fl.1r an - .------ Ia _-- 	 - 	 - 

HON'BLE SHRI B.S. JAX PARAMESUW?R : MEM3ER (JUDL.) 

X Oral order as nfl Hnn Ohlo Shr4fl C ml 	 ----- i. 

t. 

Mr. K.Sudhakara Rcdtt, 1on,aA  
and Mr.W.V.Raghava Reddy, learned standing counsel for the  

respondents. 

2. 	The applicant is working as a- Tailor from 273.81 at 
- 	 sc4t 

Artillery centre, Hyderabad. He is presently in the Eede of 	05 

was carrying the pay scale of Rs200-250 in the Ministry Of Defence. 

and as per the reconmtndations of the Expert Classification Committee 
— •-------------------- oaiaflVflCU tre rncreased pay scales 

to the workers of EME Subsequently the Boot Mkers and Tailors 

in the EMS became eligible to the revised scales of pay of 

Di. )1fl_flfli 	 i 	 . 

- 



Jr 	

I 

----4 
1 •• 	 - 

3. 	He has relied upon the decision in O.A.443j'138 of this 

Tribunal claiming the revised scales of pay of h.219-290 to 

t.260-400 with consequential benefits•  The question of fixatitt 

of pay for the artisan staff like Bbot Makers,aailóre/ etc 

have been cnsidered by this Tribunal and number ofd1rect1ons 

have been given. But those directions were challenäed in 
(in O&NOS.1524, 1525, 1150, 1530,5,1267,1264,1263 1  and 161/95) j 

Review JçplicationNo. 72 to 8Q.andR.As were dismised by. this 

Tribunal. However against those RAA the responderits authorjties 

have approached theSupreme Court by filing SW NO8) 8777 :877 i 
of 1996.  

R.As 72 to 89/ Those $125 are still pending. 	 . 

4. 	In view of' the above, directions given by this Tribunal ml 
. 

similar cases .hichte sUll pend1ügj 	theStreue Court forl 
,s 	a 	cisn tu ronow t)afrect1ons 

Lof thè,Suprêxté Court in. the 512 referred to above has to be itev 
LU Cizlo cabe asso, 

will holx5 good in this case also depending on the outcome of the 
. JIo&yt 

SW filed in the Supreme Court, If theLSupre-- me Coutt withdraws 

the relief, given by this Tribunal, the applicant also cannot be 

given such a 'relief. If the Supreme Court allows the relief given 

to the applicantimilarly placed to' the applicants then the 

applicant.dis also entitled. 

6. 	With the above direction the Oh is disposed of, No costs,. 

- 	•- 
V B .SjiI PnC1MEiHWAR ) 	 ( R•  P,PiNG?RMNjI ) 

__—liènber (Judl.) 	 . 	 Member (Admn)O 

Dateds .18th Sterter, 1997 

. 	. 	 (Dictated in Oe Court) 	 I - 
sd 
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