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IN THE CENTR~L ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBTJR.n.L 
JAIPOUR BENCH,JAIPUR 

O.A. W. 551/2001 
D:lte of Order : ~.06.2003. 

Umesh Chandra Sharma S:'o 3hri Brij Bihari Lal Sharma, by Caste 

Sharma, aged about .50 years, resident of 30, Uma Path, Ram Nagar, 

Sooala, Jaipur, presently worhng as P .s. to the General Manager 

(Rural & Administration) C:•/0 Principal General Manager, Telecom 

District Jaipur - 10. 

• •••• Applicant. 

VERSUS 

1. Union of India thr.:-ugh the Se.::retary to the Government of 

India, Department of Telecom, 

2anchar Bhawan, SansaJ.Marg, New Delhi. 

2. Chief General Manager Telecom, 

Rajasthan Circle, Jaip~r - 8. 

3. Principal General Manager, 

Telecom District, Jaipur - 10. 

CORAM 

• •••• Respondents. 

Hon'ble Mr. Justice G.L. Gupta, Vice Chairman 

Hon'ble Mr. G.C. Srivastava, Administrative Member 

..... 
Mr. P.N. Jatti, Counsel f·:>r the applicant. 

Mr. Neeraj Batra, C·='unsel for the resp:-ndents. 
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2. 
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ORDER 
[Per Mr. Justice G.L.Gupta] 

The relief claimed in the instant O.A. are as f,':!llows :-

8.1 "that by a suitable writ/order c.r direction the 
respondents be .dire'='ted t•':l allow the promoti·':ln of 
Stenographer Grade- II t·':l the applicant with effect ~r.':lm the 
m":~nth of February 1991 as re•:eiving the ·~rders dated 30.1.91 
insteqd of 10.2.1993 and further pr.:•moti•:'ln of Sten:-ographer 
Grade I as per the rules of the Der;.:trtment on the subject and 
the ·~nward pr•':lmoti·':lns of Senior P.A./PS as per the rules of 
the Department with all the C•')nse::.~uential benefits, 

that the impugned •')rder dated :::.3. ~001 be 
quashed and set aside, 

8.3 
fit." 

any other relief which the H~n 'ble Bench deems 

The applicant was an:..,':linted in the Department of Tele-

Corrmuni·::ati.:•n as a Stenc·grar_:her GraJe III w.e.f. 10.1:::!.197: .• He g.'jt 

promotions in the Stenc.grapher Grade II, 2ten.':lgrarher Grade I and 

then Private Secretary. 

::::.1. The say of the appli•::ant is that the Ministry ·:>f Pers.:-nnel 

and Training, new .C>elhi, had issued an order dated ~;(1.1.1991 

pro•Jiding for hi•;Jher r,ay s.::ale to the 2.tenographers ,-,f 'Grade III and 

Grade II. It is averred that this C·rder was tc. be implemented from 

the date of its issue i.e. 30.1.1991 but, the resrondents ha•Je 

implemented the said ·~rder w.e.f. February 1994 with the result that 

the applicant was deprived of the benefit ·':If the c.rder dated 

to Grade II and •3rade I on •:::.~p1eti·:·n •".:lf the stipulated servi·::e 

period. It is averred that the ar,pli·:ant has suffered great l·:'ISS in 

his ~ay and allm·.'ances. He made representation and his •::ase was even 

recorrmended t·':l the higher authorities and ev:en the inf·:·rnati·':ln was 

----···--------~ ~-----------
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<::·:lllectecl but, the said representati·~n was rejected vide 

corrmunication dated .::.3.~001 (Anne:-:.A, 11). Hence, this .3pplication. 

3. In the C•:)llnter, the resr,r:)ndents 1 stand is that a o:.py of the 

order dated 30.1.1991 was .received in the department ,:)f Telec.')m vide 

letter dated ll.:2.El94 and, theref.')re, nec~sary action was tal:en 

from that date. It is further averred that it may be that the .~rder 

of 19~11 was implemented by the .:.ther ¢lepartments ·~f the G~vernment ·':If 

India but I on that basis I the employees o:)f Tele•::C•m. department cannot 

get the benefit of the 1991 •':lrder fr.:.m the date •')f its issue. 

In the rejoinder, the app1kant•s case is that·the benefit of 

1991 order has been given to the StenY:}rar,hers of Det;:.artment c.f P.:.sts 

which is the sister Department of Tele.::om Der,.artment and the 

app1 icant has been made t.:o suffer because •Jf the ne-.:;)1 igen.::e .~n the 

part of the resp:ondents. 

We have heard the learned .::;:,unsel f,Jr tile r,arties and p:rused 

the d':lcuments placed on record. 

6. The relevant pr.Jvision •':If the order Anne:-:ure Al~ dated 

30.1.1991 reads as follows :-

"In order to impr•='Ve the prom:.t i.:.n pr·:-.sper;:ts of 
Sten.:grar;:hers in the lJ.Jn-Se·::retariate: 'Sub0rdinate Offi·::es it 
has t:..aen de.::ide.J t.:· tal:e the foll.:·wing measures :-

(a) 

(b) In •:Order t•':l relieve stagnation in the loweet 
grade of 3tenc-3raphers (Gr. I I I ) , where'ler p:ossi t,J e, on 
functional considerations, ·Jne StenY:}rapher Gr.II (Rs.l400-
;:::.:.Ct(') .may be .provided t.:. tw·':l C•ffi·::ers entitled for a 
Steno')rap1er Gr.III (Rs.l::00-20-JO) each. Su•::h arrano~ement 
once made will be final. The implenentati·Jn of this decision 
may be suitably phased t-':1 ensure that it does not lead to any 

-------- ·- -- -~--- -- --~---------
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of th6 existing Sten.':lgrar;:-hers Gr.III being rendered surplus. 

(c) Y.Y.XXX 

(d) Stenographi·:: assistance at the level of Rs. 
ll:...:lCt-2900 (Gr.I) may ·also be provided t•J functinal r:~:)sts in 
the scale of Rs • .:!:.oo-:.700 and :=::.~.5 of JAG po~sts in the scale 
of Rs • .:~700-:.000 after identifying such post ·:•n the tasis •Jf 
stenographic workl·':lad. 

It is re=1uested that Ministry of Agri.::ulture, 
et•:::. may initiate expediti·')US action tc. implement these 
dedsi.':lns so as t·:• relieve stagnati·':ln al·':lng stenographers in 
non-secretariat/sub':lrdinate ·':lffi·::es under them." 

6.1. A readin3 of the •':lrder shows· that it was issued by the 

Department •':If Personnel ~ Trainin3 ([O:•l.:OT) and it was meant for all 

the departments of the G.::lvernment of India. C.:lpy of the order was 

sent t·J all the Ministries and the de:r:ertments • -:·f G':lverninent of 

India. Incidentally, it may be s~ated that it is. n.:'lt the ·::ase f·:'lr the 

resp0nden~s that the Office Memorandum dated 30.1.1991· did n·':lt apply 

to the Sten·~raphers of the Telecom Dey;ertment. 

6. ~. What i~ the stand ta}:en by the res:r:·:mdents is that a Co='PY of 

the order dated 30.1.1991 was re·::eived in the Tele.::om de~;artment in 
... 

the year lS!S,..J and thereafter th~:: •Jrder dated ll.~.E•S'l.J W3S issur::d and 

the Stenographers •Jf the TeleC•':IITI der;:-ertment were not entitled t•:l the 

benefit ,:)f the Mem':lrandurn dated 30.1.1'.:'-;'1 frc.m the date •:'If its issue. 

7. In our opini·:'ln, this content i·':ln of resp::lridents is not 

acceptable. Wnen the Government had issued mem':lrandum and the objed 

of issuing ·':If the memJrandum was to impr.:'lve the prc.m:•t i·':ln prospects 

of the Stenc.grar:hers of the sut·':lrdinate .-:.ffices, the Sten.":~grarners •:'If 

the Telecom ['E!partment could not be deprivtod of the benefit of the 

mi3norandum ·::ln the ground that a copy •':If the same W3S n.:~t re.::ei ved in 

the Ministry of Corrmunication in the year 1991 and the Ministry 

ftwtv~ 
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issued the orders in the y~ar 1994. 

7 .1. As a matter ·:If fact, there is not clear averment that the 

department ·:'If Telecommuni·:ati·')n had n.'Jt re•::eived the ·::•'JPY ·'Jf the 

Mem'Jrandum dated 30.l.E~'~'l in the year El9l itself. It is ~ssible 

that the department c•f Tele•::•:ornrnunications t.:.ok a l·'Jt ·':If time in 

issuing the .:.rder dated ll.2.El94. If some delay was caused in the 

Ministry or in the dep3rtment, the empl . .,yees 0f the subordinate 

offices, cannc·t be all·:'lwed to suffer. The applicant is right when he 

says that there was ne;Jl igence ·:>n the part ·:'If the re~r.:-:>ndents and the 

applicant should not be made to suffer. 

0 
'-'• It is not disputed that the P·':lstal der;artment, whio::h is also 

under the Ministry ·:·f Tele•::::orranunicati·:'ln, has implemented the 

Memorandum dated 30.1.1991 fr·'Jm the year 1991 itself. It is further 

seen that the Chief Mana·;,er, Tele.::oiTUllunications vide. letter H:'l. MA/14 

dated l.t:.~rXlO had .:.bserved that the e:·:erdse 1 in terms ·:'If the 

r-1emorandum dated 30.1.1991 ought t•:'l have 1:-:ien completed in the year r 
1991 and, had it been d')ne, the sand k.ns .:·f the p.:~st w.":~uld have been 

·• 

obtained. It shows that th·:~ugh the der;artment is satisfied that the 

claim ·:'If the 2-ten.:~graphers is not wi th·:>ut substan.::e but, as no steps 

were ta}:en earlier, the offker felt a pr.:-.1::-.lem in implementing the 

Memorandum dated 30.1.1991. 

9. In this case, the claim of the applicant cann:·t· l:.e defeated 

on the gr.:tund of delay be·::::ause the applicant was vigilant f·':lr his 

right=: from the year 199·4 i tse1 f, when he .::arne a:::rc•ss the 

corrmundati.:m Annexure A/-::. in which the D:•I?T 1 s Co.M. dated 30.1.1991 

was referred. The applicant made representation, but the der;artment 

fo~~· 

·--···-------
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did not take dedsi·:tn in the matter. 

10. Having c.:tnsidered the entire material on record, we are •:tf 

the considered view ·that the resp':lndents must ap~_:.ly the Merorandum 

dated 30.1.1991 fr·':lm the date ·:tf its issue for the Stencgraphers 

worl:ing in the sut.:trdinate ·:tffices •:tf the Tele·::::om de~artment. 

11. C•)nse.:;pJE!ntly, the O.A. is all·:twed. The resp.:'lndents are 

dire.::::ted to apply the Mem:trandum dated 30.1.19~11 from the' date of its 

issue to the Stenograr;hers w;:'lrking in the Te1eo:::·:•m department and if, 

the applicant is found fit to get pr.:)moti•:'ln(s) in Grade II and Grade 

I in terms of the said O.M., he sh·:'luld be given the benefit c.f the 

promoti·':lns with conse=1uential benefits. 

12. N·J order as t•:t costs. 

jrm 

(G.L.Gupta) 
Vice Chairman 

---------------------


