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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
JAIPUR BENCH, JAIPUR 

ORDER SHEET 

ORDERS OF THE TRIBUNAL 

10.10.2011 

TA 12/2011 (CWP 1535/2008) 

Mr. S.S. Olai Counsel for applicant. 
Mr. Neeraj Batra, Counsel for respondents. 

It is a DB matter. DB is not available today. 

Learned counsel for the applicant submits that he has 
filed· second set of paper book in the Registry. The Registry 
is directed to place the same on record. 

List it on 24.11.2011. 

' ·,. 

! . 

Pr~~ 

ahq 

' }AJJU-Mw~ 

(f\~\ ku~Nl-'J 
. Mt A) 

(Anil Kumar) 
Member (A) 
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IN THE CE~JTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNA.L, 
JAIPUR BENCH 

J,oipur., I his the 24 111 day of November, 2011 

(:ORAM'. 

.. 
HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE K.S.RATHORE, M·EMBEI (JUDL.) 
HON'BLE MR. ANIL KUMAR, MEMBER (ADM'V ) 

Transferred Application No. l 0/2011 
(SB CWP No.58.89 /2007) 

Mohan t'-Jalh 
s/o Shri Bhoiru l'loth, 
r/o. 16 Shiv Vila. 
Abhiyanta 1'.lagar. 
Chorasia Was Road, 
Ajr-ier. 

(By Advocate: Shri S.S.Ola) 

· Versus 

l. Bharat Sanchar Nigrorn Limited 

.. Applicont 

through Chairman and Manoging Director, 
.Corporole Office, 
21 0-B S ~a 1 esnlCm House, 
Barakharr1ba Road, 
!'.Jew Delhi 

2. The Chief General Manager, 
Telecommunication, 
Bhorat Sanchor 1'.ligam Limited. 
Sardar P'otel Morg, 
Jaipur. 

3. The General /'vionager. 
TelecorrirT1unicolion Dislrict,. 
Bhorci! Sonchcn l'-ligon1 Lirni ted,, 
Jaipur. 
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4. The Accounts Officer, 
Office of General Manager, 
Telecommunication District, 
Bhqrat Sanchar Nigam Limited, 
Ajmer. 

(By Advocate: Shri.B.N.Sandu) 

Transferred Application No.11 /2011 
(SB CWP 5888/2007) 

Rajendra Ku~ar 
s/o late Shri Kalyan Mal Sharma, 
1'/o Plot No.22, Street No.9, 
Narsinghpura, Foy Sagar Road. 
Ajmer. 

(By Advocate: Shri S.S.Ola) 

Vers·us 

1. Bharat Sanchar Nigram Limited 

.. Respondents 

.. f> pplicant 
·, 
• 

through Chairman and Managing Di rec I or, 
Corporate Office ·• I. 

210-B Statesman House. 
Barakhamba Roadf 
New Delhi 

2. The Chief General Manager, 
Telecommunication, 
Bharat Sanchar Nigom Limited,. 
Sardar Pa.tel Marg, 
Jaipur. 

3. The Gener'OI Manager. 
Telecommunication District, 
Bharat Sancha.r Nigam Limited, 
Ajmer 

.. 
··; 

·.i 

., 

' •' 

ti 
I 

,· ·:. 



,,/ 
/'" 

/ 
. ' .•. . ·~-~ 

4 .. The Accounts Officer, 
·Office of General _Manager, 
Telecon1rnunico!ion District, 
Bharat Sonchor t'-ligom. Limited, 
·Ajmer. 

(By Adv~cote: Shri B.~J.Sondu) 

·/ 
viransferred Application No.12/2011 

a (SB CWP 1535/2008) 

· lndrojee ! Shorrno · 
s/o late Shri Rom Swor·oop Shor·r110, 
r/o 21 /261. Monsorovor. 
Jaipur 

(By Advoco!e: Shri S.S.Olo) 

Versus 

l. Bharat S·cmchar f'.Jigram· Limited 

.. R(;spondents 

.. Applicant 

thr-ough Chairman and Managing Director. 
Corpor-cJle Office at · 
210~8 Slolesrnon House. 
Barakhc1mba Rood, 
t'-lew Delhi 

2. The Chief Cenerol Manager, 
Telecornrnunicalion, · 
Bharat Sonchar Nigam Limited. 
Sorclar Pote! MCH<;:J, 

. Joipur. 

3. The:: Principal General Manager. 
T elecon1munico lion District, 
B ha r o t Son c:. ho r r'J i g a rn Li rn i t e d . 
Jaipur. 

, .. . : 
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4. Tbe AGM (Legal), 
0/o CGMT, BSNL. 
Rajasthana Circle. 
Jaipur. 

,.-'· 

5. A.O. Cash (South), 
O/o PGMTD. Jaipur. 

.. Respondents 

(By Advocate: .Shri Neeraj Batra) 

ORDER (ORAL) 

The aforesaid OAs involving_ similar facts and the 

question of law are being decided by this common order. 
! 

2. The applicants claim r.elief to issue writ, ·ord~r or directiuh 

~· 

that the statement of pay fixation of the year Jdnuary, 1997/ 

27.10.1997 under the Civil Services (Revised Pay) Rules, 1996 . 

. 
may kindly be upheld and .. respondents may be directed to 

make payment of salary to the applicarits as per statement of -~· 

pay fixation. 

3. The learned counsel appearing ·for the applicants 

submitted that similar controversy has been decided by this 

Tribunal at CAT-Jodhpu( Bench and also by the Hon'ble High 

Covrt of Himachal Pradesh. It is furthe·r submitted that OA No. · 

l 72/20 l 0 was decided by this Bench of the Tribunal on l 81h 

April, 2011 having considered the judgment da.ted 24.9.200~ 

rendered by the Hon Ible Himachal Pradesh High Court in cwp 

•· 

..... 
-~·: 

'·'!·' 
'.•J . 
. :,- .. 
:,.,.,: 
:·.·, 



.•. .. 

~ i 
i.-

' 

··-.' ,·•:•:' 

' ' _.' ~~!./:~· -~ -:>. ' ' ' 
'·; . . 'J . 

~ .'~ .t .• ~ .. 
. .. 

. , 
. ::... 

f'\Jo. 262/2002. R.L.Mohojon and others vs. UnioiL_qf Indio and 

_others. or~-d the judgment rende:r~d by the Apex Court in the 
-, 

. case of Stole of U.P. and Anr. vs. Dr .. ·M.J.Siddi'gui reported in 

AIR i 980 sc: 1098 OS well OS.: the. judgment. nf the CAT-

Chandigarh Bench. rendered _in OANo.- 28T/ JK/200 ? .. 
. , 

2. Hov.ing c::onsidered· the riv"0f° subn1issions of !hr~ respe~tive 

parties and upon careful perusal of tf-:1.e motericil ovoiloble on 
! • ~ . ' . 

record and the relief Claimed by the applicants. V\ e ore of the 
-· •, . ! . . ' • 

view that the prese,nt n1attehs squarely covered with the fcicts 

.ond circumstances as' it hos arisen:· in. CWP No. 262/2002 
- ' 

decided on 24.9.2008 by the Himochql Pradesh High Court at 

Shimlo as· the,· op.pliconts ·claim revised pay scale of Rs. 6500- · 

.10500, from the dot~ from which office~s of- erstwhile.cadre _of 
~-. 
'.· . 

JTO hove been given this scale. 

3. 
,-

Thus·, wcy -ore in ogreemen~ with the ju?gment of the 

-9,r /' . 
Hon.'.-ble Himochol Pradesh Hi_gh C_ourt - ot'· .. Shimlo which 

. . .. 

canvasses d view that two stre.arns whid1 wc·r1 · identicoJ (n 

nature were proposed to be m'erged, but by 0 technicol)ty, 

the merger c_ould toke place, or}IY ofter o ·specific _benefit 

which was postulated for two branches together were given 

to one bronc!~ eorlier. and. I hen it was·rnerged:, The' Himochol 

Pradesh High Court hos held that based on· the rationale of 
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4. As .this Bench o( th~ Tri bu no I i.n OA No.1 72;20 i O de~ided :; ,,: 
I • • I~· •' 

on 181h April, 2011 -hos given liberty to. the applicant therein to. 
·~:· '. : 

: • l ~ . . 

·' . ·.'. . . . \ . . : ~ . ' : 

represent be'fore the ·Jespondents; in; our consiaered" view, in 
.'· ... 

the instopce case olsc:r, we deem it. pr9per. to give liberty to thi 
. ~ ' .. y: . . ~ .'. ' . 

applicants to r·epr~·sent before the respondents albng · 
., 

·judgment dote.d 24.9boos rendered by the Himac.tta1,1,~raqesh 
... . ,. . : .· . . . ~ '. . 

1· 

r:: 
' . . . ·. . .. : 

High Court, Shimlo in CWP No.262/2002 and judgment of CAT- ·- ·1 

. " .. · . ·. . :<1) . -
' ·.(\i· 

'· 
Chandig.arh · Bench doted 18 .. 1 l .2009 rendered i11 

. l'.'' . . 

OA N·· · ,. 
" u ... Jii..t 

. ·W·· 

287 I JK/2009 ·and it ·is expect~d .. from the re:spond.enf~ .. to : · · 
. .. . . . . ( :: . ' \, 

':. ~~ 
. ~· . 

·consider. the .. some in:. the. light .of the direction -\ssu~d b'f. t~e , "-:. · .. 
'f •. ~·: 

· Himochal Pradesh High t·ourt; and. CAT-Cha~( ligarh Be.heh·· 
. . ' : ~·-

.qnd decide represenfation of t8:e ·applicants ~x~)ed(tiously but_· · 
;· . ' -., 

. . . 

in any COSE?, not ·bey()nd hie pE;riqd ·of three mo iths from the 
.• i' . "f. 

; date of rec.eipt of 0 copy of this .. _order'~ 
.-

•. ' ' \· 
·~. ·. . ' , ' .. 

5. All the iTAs stand disposed of in the 'above. terms with•·. ho ·'; 
j.... ; , ... :· '.(~:: 

__ .... __ order ?~~t'.:<::~~s~. L . _____ --"-;_._ __ _,.:/)_~-~-
··: 11r·-

.. . 

-~stpJ.- .~ 

{ANIL KUMAR) 
Admv. Member 
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. _(JUSTICE K.S.RAT.Hq)RE) 
;Judi. Mem,p@r 
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