
CENTRAL M))MINISTRA>Tr7E TRIBUNAL. JABALPUR BEKXIH 

CIRCUIT SITTING ; INDORE

O r ig in a l  A p p l ic a t io n  N o .790 o f  2003 

I n d o r e ,  t h i s  th e  ) S  day o f  January , 2005

H o n 'b le  S h r i  M .P .S ingh -  V ic e  Chairman 
H on'b le  S h r i  M^dan Mohan -  J u d i c i a l  Mentoer

1 .  A .K .S a rk a r , S / o  l a t e  S h r i  Maniaohan S a r k a r ,
^ged 55 y e a r s .

2 .  3 .Q *C hakraborty, S / o  l a t e  S h r i  Sumanta 
Kianar Chakraborty, A^ed 56 y e a r s .

3 .  Mukunda Mandal, S / o  l a t e  S h r i  Balaram  
Mandal, Aged 56 y e a r s .

4.  Nimalendu B isw a s ,  S / o  l a t e  S h r i  K .C .B isw as ,
^ged 56 y e a r s .

5 . Hitnangshu Kumar Ray, S / o  l a t e  S h r i  J .N .R ay ,
Aged 56 y e a r s .

6 .  S m i l  Chandra DaS# ® /o  l a t e  S h r i  Upendra 
Chandra D a s ,  Aged 58 y e a r s .

7.  S m t.M a lt i  Rami M alakar, W/o l a t e  S h r i  J .N .M alakar,
Aged 50 y e a r s .

8 .  Gopalchandra P aul ( R e t ir e d ) ,  S / p  l a t e  S h r i  Pachuram 
P a u l ,  Aged 53 y e a r s .

A ill  c / o  Bank Note Press,D ew aS (M .P.>455001 -APPLICANTS

(By Advocate -  S h r i  G.S.Patwardhan)

V ersus

! •  Union o f  I n d ia ,  through S e c r e t a r y ,M in is t r y  
o f  Hone A f f a i r s ,  New D>elhi.

2» G eneral Manager, Bank Note P r e s s ,
Dewas (M .P.) 455001 .  RESPONDENTS

(By A d v o c a te -  S h r i  Umesh Gajankush)

Q R D S R

By M .P .S in gh , V ice  Chairman _

By f i l i n g  t h i s  O r ig in a l  A p p l i c a t io n ,  the

a p p l ic a n t s  have c la im ed  th e  follo^'^ing main r e l i e f s -

" ( i ) . . t o  h o ld ’ t h a t  th e  a p p l ic a n t s  are  e n t i t l e d  t o  
pay s c a l e  o f  R s . 1 4 0 0 -2 6 0 0 / -  and R s . l 6 4 0 -2 9 0 0 / -  
w it h  c o n s e q u e n t ia l  b e n e f i t s  w ith  e f f e c t  from  

^  1/1/86**.



2 .  The b r i e f  f a c t s  o f  the  Cgse a r e  t h a t  th e  a p p l ic a n ts

8 in  number were e a r l i e r  working as Prim ary S c h o o l  Teacher  

in  B'andakaranya P r o j e c t .  They were d e c la r e d  su r p lu s  in  

t h e  Qiandakaranya P r o j e c t  and t h e i r  s e r v i c e s  were t r a n s fe r r e d  

t o  resp on d en t n o ,2 . A ccord in g  t o  th e  a p p l ic a n ts #  th e y  are  

e n t i t l e d  f o r  th e  b e n e f i t s  o f  th e  recommendations o f  th e  

National Pay Commission (known as Chattopadhayay Comm ission). 

They have b een  making r e p r e s e n t a t io n s  t o  th e  resp on d en ts  

b u t  th e  r esp o n d en ts  have not granted  them t h e s e  b e n e f i t s .  

Hence t h i s  Q .h ,

3- The resp o n d en ts  in  t h e i r  r e p ly  have s ta t e d  th a t  th e

a p p l ic a n t s ,w h o  were w orking in  th e  Dandakaiqya P r o j e c t ,  were  

d e c la r e d  s u r p lu s  and t h e r e a f t e r  th e y  were red ep loyed  under  

th e  resp o n d en ts  in  N S veib er , 1985.The a p p l i c a n t s  1 t o  7 

su b m itted  r e p r e s e n t a t io n s  dated  3 .3 .2 0 0 0  t o  th e  resp on d en t n o . i  

The resp o n d en t no. 2 forwarded the  r e p r e s e n t a t io n s  t o  th e  

M in is t r y  o f  Home A f f a i r s .  Rehabilitation D l v l s i o n ( S e t t l e m e n t ) , 

v id e  l e t t e r  d a ted  2 3 .3 .2 0 0 0 .  The M in is t r y  o f  Home A f f a i r s  

v id e  t h e i r  l e t t e r  d ated  2 7 . 1 1 . 2 000 ten n exu re-R -2) have s t a t e d  ' 

t h a t  t h e  e x - t e a c h e r s  o f  d e fu n c t  Dandakaranya P r o j e c t ,  who 

were r e -d e p lo y e d  in  d i f f e r e n t  M in is tr ie s /D e p a r tm e n ts  p r io r  

t o  I . 1 . 1 9 8 6 . a r e  not e l i g i b l e  fo r  b e n e f i t  o f  r e v i s e d  pay s c a l e  

a s  recommended by  N a t io n a l  Pay Commission (Chattopadhyay  

Com m ission). The resp on d en ts  have fu r th e r  s t a t e d  t h a t  the  

c o n t e n t io n  o f  the  a p p l ic a n t s  t h a t  th e  b e n e f i t s  sh ou ld  be  

ex ten d ed  t o  them a s  per th e  Judgment o f  t h e  H on'b le  Supreme 

Court In C i v i l  A ppeals H o s .1 2 4 4 8 , 1 2 4 4 9 , 12504 & 12505 o f  1996, 

i s  n o t  a c c e p ta b le  in  t h e i r  c ^ s e .  a s  t h e s e  b e n e f i t s  were  

granted w ith  e f f e c t  from 1 . 1 . 1 9 8 6 .  In  th e  p r e se n t  c g s e ,  th e  

b e n e f i t s  cannot be ex ten J ed  t o  th e  a p p l ic a n t s  fo r  th e  reason  

t h a t  th e y  were not working as T each ers  on 1 .1 .1 9 8 6  as th e y  were 

i n  f a c t  r ed ep lo y ed  p r io r  t o  1 .1 .1 9 8 6 .  T h e r e fo r e ,  the  r e l i e f s  

so u g h t  fo r  by  the a p p l ic a n t s  In th e  p r e se n t  QA a r e  n ot J u s t i f i e d  

^  <3eserwes t o  be d is m is s e d .
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4 . Heard the learn ed  c o u n se l  o f  b o th  th e  p a r t i e s  and 

perused  th e  p le a d in g s .

5 . The q u e s t io n  fo r  c o n s id e r a t io n  in  t h i s  c a s e  is 

w hether  the  a p p l ic a n t s  who were e a r l i e r  w orking a s  Prim ary  

T ea ch ers  i n  Dgndakaranya P r o j e c t  and were red ep loyed  in  th e  

Bank Note Press prior to 1 .1 .1986  on being declared surplus, 

are entitled for the benefit of recommendations of the

Chattopadhyay Commission) which beocme effective from 1.1.1986?
t

In this context the learned counsel for the aPPHcants has 

placed reliance on the decision of Calcutta Bench of liie 

Tribunal in O.A .No.591/199l (Bilov L»1 Ghosh & others V s .Onion of 

India and others) decided on 31 .3 .1995, and also on tiie decision 

of the Hon*ble Supreme Court in Civil Appeal Nos. 12448 ,12504 ,12^  

and 12505 of 1996 titled Pnion of India & others V s .Si.Bilov Lai 

GSjosjl^and others dated 4 .3 .19 98 . Wie find from para 8 of the 

aforesaid order dated 31.3.1995 of the Tribunal in the case of 

Bijoy L»1 (%08h(supra) that the applicants in that OA were 

working in different primary schools under the Dandakaranya 

Project in A p r il ,1986# and it is for this reason they were given 

the benefit of the recommendation of the Chattopadhyay Commission 

which became effective from 1 .1 .19 86 . The Tribunal in para 8 

of the said order has observed that "there is  no dispute about 

the fact that in April 1986 the petitioners were working in 

different primgry schools under the ZX>A and that the HRD Ministry’s 

circular dated 12 .8 .87 implementing the Chattopadhyay Committee**

report was made effective from 1 .1 .8 6 " .  Similarly, their lordships
, , the Case o£

in their order dated 4 .3 .1998  In the aforesaid Civil Appeals in /

BAjoy Lai Olosk have made the same cbservations.

6 . Since the applicants in the present case have been

redeployed on being declared surplus in November,1985, they are 

not entitled for the benefit of the recommendations of «ie 

Chattopadhyay Commission which were made effective from 1.1.1986 

as the applicants were not working as Primary Teacher on that day.
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7 , In the result# for the reasons stated above# we do

not find any merit in ttiis Original ^^plication and the same 

is  accordingly d ismissed# without my  order as to costs.

«» 4 $»

-
(Madan Mohan) 
Jtidicial Member

(M*P*Sin^i 
Vice Chaizmaa

rkv*

...............

(l) TffOci. a:? CTr'SB.TOuPr r:?7SWrrr
uo 

• cfj cBO
(■4 ................ ■
(3)  

S7.irqr;?. svjiyife
XM 3̂su.rrfrg\̂ ^̂ ^̂ ~fyrp''

i-fr-


