
p .  CNRAL.ADMIN1STIUTW TR1BUNM 
GUWA}1ATI BENCH 

GUWEATI-05 . 

(DESTRUCTION OF RECORD RULES,.1990) 

_____ 	
• . 	 it I # 

:No / 

R .Pi1C.P. NO ... ........,.o,......,,...__ 

1. Orders 	....... .. .....Pg...ri................to. 

.2. Judgment/Order 

. Jtdgmnent &.Order dtd......: ........... Rceved fron fl.C/Suprezne Court 

4e 0 o A o # o #To/p
;. pg 	L 	to/...... 

 

 

w\T .5. 	 . 	 . .Pg....... 	......  

. 

Replr.............           	.. . ..... .Pg. ..... ... ......... .. ...to. 

• 	10. Any otlaer Papers.............. ..........• ..........Pg...................,...to.,..,.,.,.,.,.... 

1.J."Ivlexxio ofA.ppea.rance...............,... •.....fl..........,.......a.,...t.7..j,..........o..,.... 

.Ahdditlor a.l Pffidaiit...,... I •aIt• aI•.a. a a a aaaaa• •, j , fl'aaaa a.. • 

' 

\1/ritten 

- 14. A1r.endextierlt Reply. by Respoxdents....................  

15. Amendment Reply filed by the 

16 Counter Reply. • 	. 	. .. . 	.... ... • .... .. . ..... 	• .. 

	

H • .. 	. 	 ... 	. 	 • 	 • 	 • 	 . 	 . 

• 	.• 	.• 

• 	. 	
• 	 •. • 	• . 	• •SECflbN QFFICR (Judtf. 



fj 

FORM NO, 4 
(see Rule 42 ) 

CENrR&r ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL : GUWAHATI BENCH, 
GUWHI.TI. 

OPJER SHEET 

Urginj No. 	 07 

Misc.etitj,on No, 	/ Contempt etitj 	No.  
.1 	Review Application No ./ 

ApPUcn)  

Responent(5) 	L 
 

• 	 -...-- 

Advocae for Applicant(s) 

' • 	 •________7'_--. 
Advocae.or Respondent(s) 	

, 

- 

Notesqf the Regist ry 	Date 	ORDER OF THE TRIBUNAL 

fcrm 	 Fiearc Mr. J.LSarkar, learned counsel C. F. 1 1, 50/ -  diposi ed 	
Por the applicant. 

H Fi1L. iv  

Dated i... 	 The application is admitted. Call 
'ro r the records. 
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4:L cihether the jicacnent is to he circulated to the other 

Benches 7 

judgment delivered by HQn hle ViceChajrman, 
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H. 
CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL,GUWAHATI BENCH. 

Original Application No. 53 of 2002. 

Date of Order : This the 1st Day of July,2002. 

The Hon'ble Mr Justice D.rq.Chowdhury,Vjce-Chairman. 

The Hon'ble Mr K.K.Sharma,Adrninistrative Member. 

1. Sri Xhanendra iqath Deka, 

Md. Maniruddin Ahmed, 
Kantalakanta Deka, 
paresh Ch. Dey Biswas. 

5 • Basanta Kumar Talukdar, 
Bijoy Kishor Dey, 
Mrs Amiya Roy, 
Hgagendra Nath Deb Choudhury, 

9 • Dun av Ch • Sarma, 
Orafulla Talukdar, 
Tarun Ch. Kalita, 
Md. Abdul Ha±iz, 
Piyar Md. Talukdar, 
Ramakanta Baishya, 
Karuna Kanta Das (II) 
Satya Nath Sarma, 
Mrs Jarnini. Das, 
Malbhag Kalita, 
M8 Hamida Khatoon, 
Mrs Dineswari Dutta, 
Parsu Ram Thakuria, 
JJJxn Ch. L 
Maheswar K 
Mrs Kausha1 

25 • M. Kalita, 
R. Kr. Sarrna(II) 
Kamala Kanta Das, 
Raraeswar Das (II) 
G. ]3uzarbarua, 
Lakshmi. prasad Bordoloi, 
Md diayadur Rahrnan, 
Jamini. Rn flas, 
Chi.tta Rn. Baruab, 
D,R.Malakar, 
Suresh Ch. Talukdar, 
pani Ram Das, 
Tarani Oh. Deka, 
Bharat Oh. Deba Sarrna, 
Maheswar Rabha, 
$ubala Mazumdar, 

41..Harendra Math Das, 
Bhabit Rn Kalita, 
Anandi Ram Des, 
Mrs Utpala Bhattacharjee, 
Mrs Jatila Baishya, 
Jay Charan B. 

47 • Birendra Math Mena, 
Hari Deb Das, 
Lankeshwar Das and 
Rabindra Nath Mishra 

By Advocate Sri J.L.Sarkar. 

. . • Applicants. 

contd • .2 
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- Versus - 

Union of India, 
represented by the Secretary, 
Government of India, 
Ministry of Communication, 
Department of Telecommunication, 
New Delhi. 

The Director General Telecom, 
Department of Telecommunications, 
Sanchar I3hawan, 
20 AshOka Road, New Delhi. 

The Chief General Manager, 
Telecom Assaxn Circle, 
S.R.Bora Road, 
Ulubar., Guwahati-7. 	 . . . Respondents,. 

By Sri A.Deb Roy, Sr.C.G.SC., 

ORDER 

CHCWDHURY J. (V.C) 

This is an application under Section 19 of the 

bninistrative Tribunals kt 1985 seeking for the following 

reliefs : 

that the retired persons (the applicants) 

be paid SDA with effect from November, 1983 to the date 

of retirement. 

Any other relief or reliefs as the Tribunal 

deem fit and proper. 

2. 	The applicants are 50 in number who had retired 

from the Telecom department. The main grievance of the 

applicants as pleaded in the application relates to Special 

Duty Allowance (SDA) payable to the employees of the 

North Eastern Region. Numerous applications were filed 

before this Tribunal seeking for a direction for payment 

of SDA. The matter Was finally resolved by a decision of 

the Supreme Court in Civil Ppea1 No. 3251 of 1993 disposed 

of on 20.9.1994 (Union of India & ors. vs. S.Vijayakumar 

& ors. ) reported in (1994) 3 SCC 649. In the aforementioned 

contd • .3 
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decision the Supreme Court held that SDA was meant to 

attract persons outside the North jiàstern Region to work 

in that Region. Such allowance was not admissible to the 

persons from North Eastern Region. By the aforementioned 

judgment the Supreme Court set aside the judnent and orders 

of the Tribunal but ordered that amount already paid to 

the respondents or for that matter to other similarly 

situated employees was not to be recovered from them insofar 

as the allowance 4asconcerned. In this application the 

applicants contended that the respondents already took 

a conscious decision to pay SDA  to the employees of the 

postal and Telecom Department from the period from November 

1983 • The payment Was made on their own . The employees 

were paid arrears from NOvember 1983 and disbursement of 

arrears had been made on 1.4.1991. There after the allowance 

were paid every month. inspite of such payment the respon-

dents did not pay SDA to these employees who had retired 

between November 1983 to ?ril 1999. The respondents 

discriminated these employees in not paying SDA from 

November 1983 to till they attained superannuation. 

3 • 	The respondents subni tted its written statement and 

referred to the decision of S.Vijay Kumar (supra). It also 

stated that decision for payment of 50A was made on provi-

sional basis as per U.O. dated 7.5.91. It was made clear 

to the staff members that the implementation of CAT 

judgment was provisional and subject to the outcome of 

the sj,p which was pending in Supreme Court. Accordingly 

the staff members furnished individual undertaking that 

they would refund the amount paid to them if the verdict 

of the Supreme Court went against them. Since the payment 

of SDA was provisional and there was possibility that the 

contd .4 



amount could be recovered at a later date, on the basis of 

the out come of the p..thesame was paid to the staff in 

service on the dateof provisional implementation of the 

CM' order i.e. 17.5.91. The employees who had retired or 

died before the date were not considered for any provisional 

panuent as it would not be possible to recover the amount 

from them even if the SLP *as decided in favour of the 

Government of India. The /pex Court finally held that 

central Government civilian employees who have all Indiá 

Transfer Liability would be granted the allowance "on 

posting to any station to the North Eastern Region." SDA 

would not be parable merely because of the clause in the 

appointment letter relating to All India Transfer Liability. 

4. 	We have heard Mr J.L.Sarkar, learned counsel for the 

applicants and also Mr A.Deb Roy, learned $.C.G.S.0 for 

the respondents. Admittedly these applicants belong to 

North Eastern Region and as per the decision of Vijay Kumar 

(supra) such persons were not eligible for the SDA. On 

the face-' of the Supreme Court judgment it would not be 

appropriate for the Tribunal to issue a direction on the 

respondents to pay SDA to the, applicants for the period 

from November 1983 to the date of their retirement. 

The application is accordingly dismissed. There shall, 

however, be.no order as to costs. 

i: K.K.SHARMA ) 
	

D.N,CHOIDHURY 
ADMINISTRATIVE MEMBER 

	
VICE CHAIRM1N 
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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 

GUJAHATI BENCH : GUWAHATI 

Title o the Case 	: O.A. NO./20O 

St-i Khanenda Nath Deka & O. 

......APPLICANTS 

- Versus - 

Union of India & Os. 	- 

...,...RESPONDENTS 

I N D E X 

SI1No. 	Annxur 	Particulars of Documents- PagE No. 

- 	Application 

- 	Vrif!cation 

'A' 	Copy of News Item 

Filed by 

Advocate. 



IN THE COURT OF GUWAHATI TRIBUNAL 

GUAHATI BENCH : GUWAHATI 

O.A. NO. 	TY 2 OO 

BETWEEN 

Sri Khanendra Nath Deka 

Md. Maniruddin Ahmed 

Kamalakarita Deka 

Parsh Ch. Dey Bisw€sh. 

Basanta Kuma T1iikdar 

Bijoy KishoL Day. 

Mrs. Amiya Roy. 

Khagendra Nath Deb Choudhury 

Du1av Ch. Sarma. 

10.Pu11 Talukdar. 

11.Tarun Ch. Ka].ita. 

• I 	 1-2-.-kh-ag-endr Nat-h- Deka (-ti 

1.Md. Abdul Hafiz. 

13.Piyar Md. Talukdar. 

1.Ramakanta Baishya. 

1Karuna Kanta Das (II) 

1.Satva Nath Sarma. 

1.Mrs. Jamini Da. 

1.MaThhag Kalita. 

Hamida Khatoon. 

2LMr3. Dinswari Dutta 

Contd ....... p/2 
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2j. Parsu Ram Thakuria. 

2. Jihan Ch. Laskar. 

2. Maheswar Kalita. 

2/. Mrs. Kaushalya Das. 

2 	M. Kalita. 

2'. R. Kr. Sarma (II) 

2. Kamala Kanta Das. 

28. Rameswar Das (II) 

G. Bijzarbarua. 

3. Lakshmi Prasad Bordo].Oi. 

37. Md. Sayadur Rahaman. 

3,. Jamini Ram Das. 

33. Chitta Rn. Baruab. 

34'. D. R. Malakar. 

3 	Sursh Ch. Talukdar. 

3. Pani Ram Das 

3. Tarani Ch. Deka. 

Bharat Ch. Deba Sarma. 

9 . Maheswar Rav.a. 
Subala Mazumdar. 

4. Harendra Nath Das 

4, Bhabit Ram kalita. 

43. Anandi Ram Das 

44,. Mrs. Utpala Bhattacharjee 

46'. Mrs. Jatila Baishya. 

46. Jay Charan B. 

Contd ...... p13 
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Birendra Nath Mena. 

49. Hari Deb Das. 

9. Lankeshwar Das. 

5, Rabindra Nath Mishra. 

APPLICANTS 

-AND- 

Union of India 

R9pre3ent?d by the Secretary, 

Government of India, 

Ministry of Communication, 

Department of Telecommunication 

New Delhi. 

The Dirctor General Telecom, 

Department of Te!ecommunicatiofls 

Sanchar Bhawan. 

20 Ashoka Road, New Delhi. 

The Chief General Manager, 

Telecom Assam Circle, 

S. R. Bora Road, 

Ulubani, Guwahati-7. 

.........RESPONDENTS. 

DETAILS OF THE APPLICATION: 

1. 	Particulars of the Order against which the 

application is made : 

Contd. . 
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The application is made for the direction 

to pay SDA to the retired persons with effect 

from November 1983 to the date of retiremen.111). 

A similar case ( O.A. NO. 303/2001) and O.A. 

N0.373/2001 on the same subject is pcnding before 

this Hon'ble Tribunal. 

Jurisdiction : 

The applicants declare that the subject 

matter of the application is within the jurisdi'ction 

of the Hon'bie Tribunal. 

Limitation 

The applicants declare that the application 

is within the period of limitation underSection 21 of 

the Administrative Tribunal Act, 1985. 

Facts of the Case : 

4.1 

hat the applicants are retired emploLyees of the 

Telecom Department and now pensioner. All are the 

citizen of India and entitled to the right and 

previledges guaranteed by the constitution of India. 

They are poor persons and their cases of action. is 

common and pray for the permission under Rule 4(5)(b) 

of the CAT (Procedure) Rules 1987. 

4.2 	That the grievence of the applicants relate 

to non-payment of allowance known as Special (duty) 

Contd .... p/5 
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allowance during the period before the retirement of 

the 	 app1icanç 

4.3 	The Government of India decided to pay 

special (duty) allowance to its employees posted in 

North Eastern Region with effect from November. 1983at 

different rates. There have been controversies 

regarding the entitlement of the said allowance to the 

empoyees and there have been number of cases in the 

Hon tbl e  Tribunal and Hon'ble Supreme Court. 

Applicants state that the present application is not 

intended to raise any question regarding the 

entitlement under the scheme of the Government of 

India. They humbly state that their case is a case of 

discrimination and denial as a result of their 

retirement on supperannuation. 

4.4 	,That:the applicants beg to state that the 

respondents have taken conscious decision to pay SDA to 

the employees of the postal and Telecom Department 

from' the period from November 1983. This payment have 

been made without any nexus to and independent of the 

judical decisions. The employees have been paid arears 

4  from November, 1983 and disbursement of arears have 

been made on////9/ . Thereafter the allowance is 

being paid (called as SDA) every month at present. It 

is reiterated that the payment of arears and the 

current payment of the said allowance is conscious 

decision. 

Contd ........ p/6 
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4.5 	That 	inspite 	of 	the 	considered, and 

conscious 'decision to pay the allowance called SDA to 

the' employees with effect from November, 1983 as 

explained above, the employees who retired between 

November,l983to,?-/// have not been paid the 

amounts of the aowances. While paying the arears for 

the said period as explained above such person have 

been denied the payment of the said allowance on the 

ground that 	their names are not appearing in the 

roll of the department after 	 even 

though the employers with whm they worked and have 

been equally situated ' during the period from 
.,// ,hke±' 

November, 1983 A 	have been paid the amount. The 

decision of payment to telecom employees appeared as 

news itema1so in newspaper. 

Copy of a news item is enclosed as 

Annexure 

4.6 	That the applicant,jiID haW been 

representing for the payment of arrears of the said 

allowance. It is also stated that the DCRG of the 

employees who retired after receipt of the allowances 

were notpaid and also represented against 

that. It is stated that the cause of action of the 

employees of Telecom department and Postal Department 

is same and the grievences of the retired employees 

are also same . Both the departments have paid arrears 

to the employees except the retired employees, and 

have been continuing payment of SDA currently to the 

serving employees. . 

contd. . . .p/7 
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4.7 	That the CPMS Assam Circle, Guwahati-1 by 

his letter dated 20.3.2001 circulated judgment dated 

22.12.2000 in O.A. No.296/98 of the Hon'ble Central 

administrative Tribunal, Guwahati Bench for necessary 

action. It is stated that this O.A. No. 296/98 has 

been decided with O.A.No.149/99. 

4.8 	That, the applicants most humbly begs to 

state that the eqully situated employees with whom the 

peisioners (retired employees) have worked have been 

paid SDA during the period when the pensioners were in 

service and are being paid SDA at present and this 

payment is the result of concious decision. The 

pasioners should also be paid the amoun.t of said 

allowance for the period of their service after 

November, 1983. The treatment of the payment to all 

the employees should be decided equally. The retired 

employees are agreeable to give any 'undertaking if 

called for on equal footing. 

,---. 	 ...-.--- --. .-.---- 	 .-, 	 .-.--.. 	
-. -------------'.--. 

- ----------.---.....---- 	 -C. -- 

contd .... p/8 - 
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4.0 	That it is stated that the ersons who 

after November, 1983 but before 	2 1 999  have 	not 

been paid the al]owance. 

4.11) 	That a similar case has, been filed before 

this Hon'bie Tribunal which has been registered as O.A. 

NO. 303/2001. The Hon'ble Tribunal has been pleased to 

admit the said OA and the case is pending. 

5. 	Grounds for reliefs with legal provisions: 

5.1 	For that the retired persons are entitled to 

the allowances for the period of their 

service under law of. equality. 

5.2 	For that the retired persons can not be 

denied the payment of the amounts only on the 

ground that they have retired where as those 

who have not retired have been paid. 

5.3 	For that non-payment of the allowances in the 

facts and circumstances of the case is 

violation of Article 14 and 16 of the 

constitution of India. 

5.4 	For that the non-payment of the allowance for 

the period of service, circumstances 

remaining equal with those in service, is 

denial of Article 21. 

LT 

Contd. . . .19 
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5.5 	For 	that denial of the payments in 	the 

facts and circumstances is humiliation and 

victimisatiOn of old ex-employees on the 

ground of retirement on superannuation i.e. 

attaining old age. 

Details of remedy exhausted : 

The applicants have represented without any 

result. There is no other remedy under any rule. 

Matter not pending before any other Court: 
The aplicants declare that O.A. NO.303/2001 

and 373/2001 On a similar, subject is pending before 

this Hon'ble Tribunal for the retired employees of the 

postal Department. 

Relief sought for: 

Under the facts and circumstances of the case 

the applicants pray for the following reliefs. 

8.1 	L That the retired 	persons 

be paid SDA with effect from 

November, 1983 to the date of 

retirement 

8.2 	Any other relief or reliefs as the Hon'ble 

Tribunal deem fit and proper. 

The above reliefs are prayed for on the 

grounds stated in paragraph 5 above. 

I: 

contd .... p/1O 
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9. 	Interim relief ; 

May be granted as the Hon'ble Tribunal deem 

just and as proper. 

10. 	This application has been filed through 

Advocate. 

11. 	Particulars of the Postal Order: 

IPO No. 

Date of Issue : 

Issued from : 

Payable at : 

12. 	Particulars of Enclousers : 

As stated in the Index. 

Continued to Verification...... 
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VERIFICATION 

It Sri Khanendra Nath Deka, Son of Late 

L.R.Deka, aged about 62 yars, 	resident of Guwahati, 

say 	that I 	have 	been authorised 	to singn 	this 

Verification on behalf of all the applicants. I do 

hereby verify that the statements made in paragraphs 

1, 4 1  6 to 12 are true to my knowledqe and those made 

in paragraphs 2, 3 and 5 are trua to my 1ga1 advice 

and that I have not suppressed any material facts. 

And I sign this Verification on this the 

/ th day of 	 2002 at Guwahati. 



I 
(3) 	Special (Duty) Alljnce The much 

Wnmu 
( ty) A lowanceto Telecom Emplo-

eeh of North East Regzon was' finally 

- 	TEL 
settled and Telecom Dirktora'te issued 

SP'ecliNbutjlowance © :25% of 	' 
pay from lll83to•'3OlP88-nd @' 
12.5% of 'pay from 1-12-88 onwards 
to all Telecom 'Employees of N.E..: 
Region. With the settlement—of—thjs----
FNTO won the niost'prestigeous heroic 
battle on this issue over others. 



IN 	LLL 	uL 	LiIL 	Li RJ 

- GI :: 

• (/ 

$bri ndra 	ati-Dea and Crs. 

-vs- 

Union of India 	Ors. 

Inth ::atter of : 

iritten staterent subr:itted by tue 

respondents 

The J,bsponcimts bee' to subL:it 	itten statcEent 

as follows :- 

1. 	That with regard to para - 1 of (.i.., the 

respondents be to state that accordinc to the ovt. of 

India . 

~t-
/2OO1if/3/83 iI dated 111983, 1/12/1988 

Central U-zS 	:p1oyees having all India transfer liability 

and posto ci in N.i. 	ion fro: outside are entitled fo 

.i.he pi:licants hail fror the N.i.. ejion and they 

were the local recruit of the Lpartrent. -They are not 

entitled for the aDY, as the conditions for r;rant of 

such allowance are not satiefitd. 

Con td. . .  

I 
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2. 	That with regard to para - 2 of C.A., the 

respondents beg to state that Group 1 C' 	and iDi staff. 

- 	of the Departnent working in N.E. 	gion are being 

paid SD.h on P. provisional basis towards irplorentation 

of .Judgnent dtd. 22/12/89 passed by ibunal Guwahati 

Bench in CA No.124/89.Subject to the result filed against 

the Judgment and order. 

The decision for paynent of SDA on provisional 

basis was ten as per the adyice of the Inistry of 

Law vide their U.t dated 7/5/91.  It was rade clear to 

the staff rienbers that the inpiecentation of CAT, 	
V 

Guwahati judgnent is provisional and subject. to the 	
V 

outcome of the SLP which was pending in Supreme Cow't 

at, the point of tine. Accordingly the sthff members 
Vi 

rurnished indIvidual undertaking that they would refund 
-1 	 I 

the enount paid to them if the verdict of the Supreme 

Court goes against than. 	
V 

V 

Since the paycent of SDA was provisional and there 

was possibility that the amoUnt could be :ecovered at 	
V 

a later date on the basis of the ,  out cone of the SLP 

the sane was paid to the staff in service on the date 

of provisionpi implementation of the CAT order Le. 

17/5/91. 	
V 	

V 

The p1± employees who had cc tir.ed died 	
V 

V 	 before the date were not cosic1ered forany provisiVonal 

payment ps it would be impossible to recover the amount 

V 	 from the pensi oneer s even if the SLP is d2cided in 
V 

fqvour of theV GOVT.Of India. 

Contd.. . . F/3 



(V 

-3-. 

	

3. 	That with regard to para - 3 of O.k., the 

respondents beri,  to state that the dispute about th 

eligibility SDA was settled by the &.prene Court of India 

in their judgment delivered On 20.9.9Li-.( in Civil 

Appeal No 3251/1993).  The Apex Court upheld the submission 

of the Govt. ofIndia that central Govt. Civilian employees 

who have All India trasfer liability are entitled to 

the grant of SDA on being posted to any station in the 

N.E. Region and that SDA would not be payable merely 

because of the clause in the appointment ?1dar  relating 

to All India transfer liability. The Apex Court further 

added that the grant of the SDA only z to the officers 

transferred from outside the region would not he 

violative of the povlsion of I't.1L+ as well as the 

equal pay doctrine. 

The Honble Court also directed that hatever amount 

has already been paid to the respondents or for that 

matter other simil.rly situated eiployees would not be 

recovered from them in so far as this allowance is 

concerned. 

	

. 	That with regard to para - Li. of O.J.. , the 

rspondents beg to state that the GOVto of India examine 

the above order and in pursuance thereto issued the ON 

No- ii (3)/951 - Eli (3)dtd. 12/1/96 by the 1DF.Deptt. 

of Expenditure. It inter alia contained the decision 

that. arunt of SD already paid to ineligible person on 

or iDefore 20/9/94  would be waived. It also conveyed the 

decision that the amount paid on SDh to ineligible person 

after 20/9/94(vihich also includes prior:  to 20/9/94)  will 

be recovered. 

- 



lv~ 

Liiat with reard to para 
- 5 of 0-ii. the 

respondents beg to state that accDrding to the 

judgment dlivered by the Sup.çeme Court of India and 

the follow up decision/order of the Govt. of India 

(1DF) the applicants are not eligible for the 

grant of SDA as they were locally recruited employees 

of the Department. 

As regards the payment of SDii to the applicants 

or other P. ineligible civilian employees it is he 

decision of the Govt. of India in tune with the Apex 

:Ct of India that the aiunt of SDii paid to ineligIble 

employees after 20/9/94 including those cases relating 
• 	

to period prior to 20/9/94 should be recovered In 

other words any amount of SDA to ineligible employees 

should not be paid even if it relates to period prior to 

29/9/9L. 

Since the SD1 was not paid to th applicants it 

cannot he paid after the pronouncemebt of th Apex Court 

Judgment dtd 20/9/94  th.t the: ar.ount already paid to the 

in eligible erloees has been waived hy the Govt. of 

India does not uive the similarly situated ft eligible 

employees who wexe not actually paid the allowance fr any 

reason any right for payment off SDA for the period• 

prior to 20/9/9L. 

tcc. ... .P/5 

I 
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6. 	.hat with retard to 	ia - 6of (..ét., the 

respofldents be to state tnat t.o ovt. of India also filed ± 

the SLP against th2 ChT Juwahati udgent and orders 

dtcl.22/12j89 passed in UAm i6_124/89. i'he 

ipex Courtciisposecl the SLAP vice their order dtcl.5110101 

iioldi 	that the ratio of the order passed ivil Appeal 

"10- 3251 of 1993 surely applies in the ct.se. 

it is now tell settled by law that the ap.licants 

are not entitled for SDA and no payient 19 tIibs account 

is payable to ther.:. 

It is theroftre prayed that 

Yor Lorclships be pleased to 

S hear the parties,peruse the 

medords and aftr hearing the 

paxties and perusinc the records, 

shall further be pleased to 

clisr:iss the alication uith 

co t. 

iU I C A T I C; N 
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V"24iiI F IC A TIC.' i 

i, si 	 O'7 	 pr s e r) ti y 

workinj as 	 duly authoriseci and 

cor.:etcnt to sian this vrificatiDfl, do hereby solerin]y 

affirm and state th.t the staterorits rade in para 

/ Z 
	- 	

are true to r;y knO\JledCe and 

belief, thse t:ade in para  

being matter of rorcls, ae true to m 

iriforLation derived therefroL: and tiiJ rest are E huCble 

submissioJ before this jiOri' ble 'iihunal,. I hate not 

suprssed any material facts. 

nd I sicri this verifiatio on this 	th (iy 

of kmk 	1 2002 at Gurabati. 

Declarant. 
— r!; WOIeSL 

't ~Jb ihal 1thA 
0/0 

trj:r 
Qei6J 

E 	 12LJ 
frr 	(ffb) 

Aastant Dr-r  V3ccrn ;LeaI) 
¶trfr 	ii 	T77 

O/o The Fpif .n..v"f 	 T,Jcd 

qtki, 	iif7 
Teiecom Circie, Guw3b. 
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