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CHA U DHA RI  

All the above applicationS involve same questions 

and the 	facts are also sim
i lar, hencc these are 	being 

p 

disposed of by this common c:der. 

2. 	All the six applicaflt5 are 	retired 	
lAS officers. 

Their grievance is that they have been denied special pay 

from the date of their respective apointmefltS to the cadre 

post in the senior time scale in the lAS till the date of 

their retirement 	and that that 	
action of the respondents 

is illegal and has caused 	great 	
hardshiP to therT. 

3. AppliCant 	
in 0.A.90/94 Shri S.N.G3flUli claims 

special pay 	t the rate of 	
,400/ 	per month from 19.8.38 

to 31.10.91 on which date 	
he retired. The applicant 	in 

.11°' 	
v 	t 	th 	rate of 	.5Oo/-per 

month for two periods namely, 	16.87 to 	
1.8.8d 	and 	fror 

7.1.9 4  to 28.2.94 and at the rate of 
	..400/-per month 	for 

the period from 20.8.88 to 	
6.1.94 (The learned counsel for 

the applicant states that this is the correct claim and 

is some error in that 	respect 	
in prayer clauseb). 

there 

The applicant retired on 26.2.94. The applicant in O.A. 

150/9 4  Shri C.N.Bardhafl claims special pay at the rate 

month 	from 	18.3.90 to 31.7.90 and 4.11.91 to of R.500/ 	per 

12.5.93 and at the rate of I.400/ P er month from 1.8.92 

3.11.91 	and 13.5.9 	to 	
•8.93. 	He retired on 31.3.

9 . 
to 

in b.A.151/94 Shri D.K.Ohattachaflee claims 
The applicant 

special pay at the rate of 	
500/p9r month from 13.5.88 to 

1.1.89 and at the rate of 1.400/per month from 2.1.8
9  to 

31- 
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31.12.92. He retired from service on 31.7.9 3 . The applicant 

in 0.4.152/9 Shri Naresh Chandra Deb claims special pay at 

the rate of .400/-per month from 22.8.88 to 31.5.90 and at 

the rate of ,500/-per month from 1.6.90 to 29.2.92. He 

retired from service on 29.2.92. The applicant in O.A.153/9', 

Shri Sukhendu Bikash Sen claims special pay at the rate of 

Rs.500/-per month from 5,7.84 to 27,12.88 and from 18,4.90 to 

31.3.92 and at the rate of .400/-per month from 28.12.88 to 

17.4.90. Shri S.N.GangUli was appointed to the lAS cadre post 

on 19.8.88. Shri S.N.Gupta was appointed to the lAS cadre 

post on 15.5.87, Shri C.N.Bardhafl on 18.3.90, Shri O.K. 

Bhattechar)ee on 13.6.88, Shri N.C.Deb on 22.8.88 and Shri 

S.B.Sen was appinted to the lAS cadre post on 5.7.88. The 

pplicants on appointment in the lAS cadre post were fixed 

in the senior time scale of R.320015th 
and 26th10037001 2 5 

47jC/- and thci 	' 	 Qaz f'i>ça 	ar 	t- of toot 	s:aia 

namely .4700/. 

4. Clause 2 under the heading "B — Posts carrying pay 

in the senior time 8C81e of the Indian 
Administrative Service 

under the State Governments including posts carrying special 

pay in addition to pay in the time scale" in Schedule III of 

the Indian Administrative service(Pay) Rules 1954, provides : 

"(2) The State Government concerned 
shall be competent to grant a special 
pay for any of the posts specified in 
this part of the Schedule either mdi-
vidually or with reference to a group 
of class of such postS : 

(3)The amount of any special pay which 
may be sanctioned by the State Govern-
ments under * clause (2) shall be I.200 9  

I.300, Rs.400 t  I.450 or f.500 as may, 
from time to time, be determined by 
the State Government, concerned : 	hll 

Provided that pay plus special payale 
not exceed the maximum of the pay  or 
to which special pay is attached : 

contd... 4/- 
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Provided further that the pay in Selectinn 
Grade tocether with special pay he1 
not exceed .6150 per onth.' 

We are concerned with the first proviso of—t-re claus-C 3 whc 

provides that the pay shall not exceed maximum of the pay 

together with the special pay. As stated earlier the pay is 

s.4700/- maximum and the applicants want the special pay as  

claimed by them to be added thereto within the limit of i.6151- 

per month under the second proviso. 

5. 	The filing of the application has presumably been 

occasioned by reason of the Indian Administrative Service(Pay) 

5th Amendment Rules 1993 uhich came into force from 6.8.93 
of the 

(Annexure 7A in O.A.90/94).Amendm0E ..RU5 ha'e been made by 

the Central Government after consultation with the State 

Governments concerned in exercise of the powers conferred by 

sub-seCtiofl(1) of Section 3 of the All India Services Act 

1951 (61 to 1951). These rules omit the first proviso to 	 • 

clause 3 under the -  ncao 	 1i1h P 	tIC 

time etc. in Schedule III of the Indian Administrative Service 

(Pay) Rules, 1954. The word 'further' is omitted from the 

second proviso. Prior thereto the position was that by virtue 

of the first proviso of clause 3 special pay was not paid. 

The respondent No.1 have produced a circular issued by the 

Government of Idi8, Ministry of Personnel, Public Grievances 

and Pensions (Department of Personnel & Training) bearing 

No.11030/73/87(U) dated 21 .1.88 (Annexure R-1 in D.A. 

90/94). However, we find that to be not relevant for the 

question on hand as it relates to personal pay and not to 

special pay. In the respective written statements filed by 

Union of India, it is contended that the applicants (in 

tespective cases) were not eligible to draw any special pay 

contd... 5/- 
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in view of the.limitatbofl placed by first proviso to clause 3 

mentioned above. It is also contended by respondent Fo.1 

that the rationale bchind that restriction effective from 

1..86 subsequent to the ecommemdat10n 5  of Fourth Central 

Pay Commission was to ensure that officers in these grades 

(i.e. senior time scale and JAGU of the lAS) who were drawing 

special pay did not draw; more pay than the 0fficers who were 

in the respective higher grades but were not in receipt Of 

any special pay. The dispensatien in the SelectiOn Grade 

of the lAS to al]oW pay and special pay upto s.6150/- in 

the revised pay scales as per the second provisO to clause 3 

has been in exist8flCe so as to maintain an inter service 

parity with the post of DIG in IPS which is a super' time scale 

of this service whose pay scale is .5100650/"'. This 

r much in 	ocei.diflg with the quest ion 
1 0 v t does  

under consideration. Since until the Fifth amendment of the 

Rules aforesaid the provision was to limit the pay to the 

maximum of the scale and special pay was not to be paid the 

applicantS had no ocOaSiOfl 
to demand the same. The fifth 

amendment Rules came into force after applicants except two 

applicants in O.A.149/94 (S.N.Cupta) and in O.A.150194 (C.N. 

Bardhafl) had retired. The applicants contend that the 

benefit of the fifth amendment Rules 1993 should also be 

extended to them and they should be paid. the arrears for 

the periods for which they have claimed the special pay 

in the respective applications by applying those rules. It 

is contended by Mr Roy that although the rules have not 

been made expressly applicable retroSPBCti'Y the benefit 

thereof cannot be denied to those lAS 0fficer$ uho had 

contd..' 6/- 
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V 

V . 	 V 	

•V 	
V 

retired prior to the date of the 
amendment i.e. 6.8.93 	

V 

which may be described as cut off datO. itia submitted. - 

that there is no rationality f
or  differentiating between 	 V 

the officers who retired prior to the cut off date and 
V 	

4 

V 	
those who;'ratired thereafter, that the officers who retired 

earlier and the officers who are in service after the cut 

V 	 off date fans e homogeneous group holding the eame post and 
V 	

V 

cann0t be divided into classes artificiallY, that making 

	

I' 	
A 

	

V 	 the 
amended rules, prospective in operation has resulted in 

diecrimiflBt0fl being ceused to those officers who have 	
V 

retired 
prior to the cut off date like the applicants 

except two. 
In .this connection reliance is placed on a 

decision of .the Central Administrative Tribunal,. Chandigarh 	
V 

Bench in the case of Pritam Singh '
—vs—  -Union of India & Ors, 

reported in AISU 1990(2) (CAT) 58A 
In that Case constitutional 

 provision 

 

vitae of the 	 relating to ceiling on the drauci 

of special pay in the CasO of AS officers in the Time 

Scale of 3unior Administrative GTadB as contained in Rule 9 	V 

V
clesi3 of the 5mendeday Rules was challBflQød. It was 

V 	
held that appar8ntlY there is no ratiooal basiá for 

V 	 V 	 VV.V• 	 V 	
V' 

.differefltietiflQ between officers wh o ard in the eenià 

time acale/3unior administrative grade and o!ficers who are 

in the selection grade br lAS in the matter of special pay 

and thu. the prOvision (Rule. 9 clause 3) violate$dOCtrinB 

V 	

of equality enshrined in Articles 14 and16 of the V 	 V 

	

V 	
CotititiOfl. It was observed thue 

V 5Hénce in order to ensure *equality  of 	. 

• :.• 	 ;' 	 . -traetment between two sets of. officers, 	V  

the first proviso to claUse (3) of 
Schedule—lIlcOf Pay Ruleender the 
beading eB.Pcsts carryin!n —the aR'*ior-"1 ILL- 

	

- 	
timC scale of 1*5 under te .enLcu_tim 

	

Ot 	..ufldet the State Government!. 	i etc. including posts carrying .pecia1Z 
in addition to pay in the time, scale 4 

a$ ameüd ad) byj4uis-9 of—the -Pay (. 8ftd.-!~ ' 
-- - *VV 
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Rule 9 of the Pay(nrnended) Rulc, cannot 
be sustainOd and is liable to be quashes 

being violative of Article 14 and 16 of 
the Constitution." v1-Zt) 

Consistently with these findings following Order u5 passed 

referring to the Pay Rules as existed priori to the Fifth 

Amendment introduced on 6.8.93; 

"The amendment to ShedUlB-lII to Pay 
Rules under the heading "B-Posts carrying 
pay in the senior time scale of the lAS 
under the State Governments including 
posts carrying special pay in addition to 
pay the time scale as per rule 9 of the 
amended Pay Rules".&s. quashed to the 
extent provisijal)thereto lays down that 
the pay plus special pay shall not exceed 
the maximum of the py scale to which 
the special pay is attechd, as being 
discrininatory and ultra viras of Articles 
14 and 16 of the Constitution, In other 
worda the special pay attached to a post 
shall be paid to the IS officer in 
addition to the pay in the senior time 
scale/junior edmthistrat1ve grade. Nouavr,  
the s:ur1d proviso t the aiened cl 
(3) shall remain unaffected. fi 

6. 	This decision was rendered on 20.3.89. Apparently 

amendment was introduced thereafter by the Fjfth Amendment 

Rules 1993 from 6.8,93. The amendments arein tune with 

this decision. As regards this decision the respondent No.1 

submit in their written statement that the respondents 

have filed an SLP against the judgment in the Supreme 

Court which has been admitted in September 1989. however 

no stay of the .implementation of the Tribunal's judgment 

was granted. With the result the ceiling was not applied 

in the Case of the applicants (in that case) and their 

pay and speciel pay together was allowed to exceed the 

maximum of the respective pay scales in which they 

wee placed on provisional basis, subject to the 

-. 	contd.....8/- 
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final outcome of the SLP, The respondents have further stated 

that in a related refer,,ce made to the Union Ministry of 

Law, that Ministry opined that the CPT's judgment may be 

implenented in respect of the appliC3flt5 only and if considered 

necessary, it may be extended to all by taking administratiJ 

decision in this behalf. The language of the paragraph is nct 

clear. In the context the reference appears to be made to 

the applicants in the two cases before the Chandigarh Bench 

decided on 20.3,89 (Pritam Singh case) (supra). Even though 

according to the written statement the Ninistry of Law had 

opined that if considered necessary the benefit of the said 

judcmcnt may be extended to all by taking administrative 

decision in that behalf, yet no such decision has been taken 

by the Government so as to extend the same benefit to the 

4- 	rr'4c' 	kF 

para 1 of tre written statement the respondent No.1 have 

stated as follows .  

"In the meanwhile, Government of India 
suo motu initiated action to consider 
chancj es in the Pay Rules so as to 
rtitigate the genuine grievances of the 
promoted officers to the maximum 
extent possible. As a result, it was 
decided that since the said ceiling 
had been working mainly against the 
interests of the promoted officers, 
this ceiling need not be continued in 
the Pay Rules. Accordinglypnotif  
were issued on 5,8.93 to do away with 
the said ceiling from the pay Rules 
for the three All India Services. As 
per the general principles of financial 
proprietY, however, these amendments 
were made prospective in nature - 
making them effective from the date of 
their publication in the Official 
Gazette viz. 6.8.930 1I 

However except the contention as regards prospective operation 

of the Fifth Amendment Rules as made above the other 

- 	contd... 9/- 
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contentions raised by the respondent o • 1 which we have 

st out ehove do not necessarily run counter to the contentiofls 

of the applicants. W e  fully agree uitn the view taken by 

the Chandigarh 6ench in Pritam Singh'S case and the reasons 

aiopted in support thereof. It is therefore not necessary 

to enter into any fresh discussion of all those points 

which were considered in that judgment. With respect, therefore 

we follou the said judgment and in our opinion it equally 

applies to the present applicants. 

7. 	
However, the question as to whether benefit can be 

given retrospectivelY prior to 6.8.93 needs to be dealt with. 

In our view the position of. the officers as was prior to 

5.8.93 and of those who continue to hold the lAS posts after 

that date gould not be different. The Fifth Amendment Rules 

r. thr natlirr of ihereli 	t.hr xistinn rules which 

placed restraint on eligibility for spil pay. in this 

connection a reference to the decision of the Supreme Court 

in the cae of All India Reserve Bank Retired Officers 

Association —VS— 
Union of India, AIR 1992 S.C. 767 would be 

apt to be made. In that decision the decision of the Supreme 

Court in D.S,Nakara and Ors. -vs- Union of india, AIR 1983 

S.0 130 has been noticed t and it is observed (in para 10) 

as follows : 
"Nakara'S judgment (AIR 1983 SC 130) 
has itself drawn a djstiflCtiOfl between 
an existing scheme and a new scheme. 
Where an existing scheme IS revised 
or liberali5ed all those who are 
governed by the said scheme must 
ordinarily receive the benefit of such 
revision of liberaliseti0fl and if the 
State desires to deny it to a group 
thereof, it must justify its action 
on the touchstone of Article 14 and 
must show that a certain group is 
denied the benefit of' revisionhlibera 
lisatiOfl on sound reasOfl and not 

cont'. • .10/-. 
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entirelY on the uim and 
c3priC of the 

Stete. The unerlYinQ prinCiPle is that 
when the State decides to revise and 
libeTalise an existi 	

pension scheC 

1t'1V1 	to augment9 
the 50ji 

securitY cover 3ranted to 
pfliOflCt5t it 

cannot ordinr1lY grant the benefit to 

a seCtiOn of ,  the pfl5Ofl6F5 and deny the 
same to others -by drawing on artLfiCi8l 
cut off line which cannot be justif'ied 
on rational ground and 15 wholly unCOnflCC 

ted jth the 0Et intended to he 

achieved i  

As seen earlier the rifth Amendment Rules are in the nature 

of revising and liberalising the old proviSIOn which placed 

imum of' pay plus special pay. The 
a restriction on the max  

written statement of respondent No.1 does not set out any 

rational basis for conferring the benefit Of relaxation 

(subject to nd provisO to clause 2 in Ilird Schedule of 

Pay RuleS,u0t 	
above) prospeCti1Y from .8.93. Indeed 

t 	: 	- 	

-r 	
j 	• 

order tO miti'ate the genuine 
have been liber311d in  

ed 0fficerS to the maximum extent 
g rievances of the promot  

ossib1e and that event the (inistFY of Law had opined that 

the benefit may be extended to all by taking admihiStr8t1e 

decision in that behalf' although no op-inion seems to have 

been expressed that it may be done 
SO retrospectively. 

However the use of expression "all" is capable of taking 

in its sweep even those 
0ffiCetS 

who have retired prior to 

6.8.93. The normal rule that a f'jscl legislation would 
ecificallY made 

ordinarily operate prospect ely unless sp  

applicable retrospectively would not be applicable In 

respect of the rules in questiofl which are more in the 
a decision of he light of' 

nature of a poliCY decision in 

the Tribunal. Thus there appears no reasOfl to take a 

I 	I 	 I 

contd... 

7. 
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V 
different view than taken by the Chandigarh Bench and on 

parity of reasOfliflQ the ratio can be applied to 0fficers 

who retired prior to 6.8.93 as they can be described as 

jmil8FlY 
situated persons. Nowever the observations of 

the Supreme Court In Reserve Bank Retired Of'iCer& 
AsSOciatiOfl 

case (supra) in para 10 onCe eoaifl have to be noticed where 

it is said thus 
"But when an employer introduces an 
entirelY new scheme whiCh has no 
connection with the existing scheme, 
different considerations enter the 
deCiSi°fl making process. One such 
considet3t0fl may be the fInalcial 
implications of the scheme and the 
extent of capacity of the employer 
to bear the burden. Keeping in view 
its capacitY to absorb the financial 
burden ttat the scheme would throw, 
the employer would have to decide 
upon the extent of applicabiiitY to 
the scheme. That 

is why inNak8ta'8 

case this Court drew a distiflCti0 

La 	CCtflLfl 	
of an Exist1r 

scheme in its liberaliSed form and 
introduction of a wholly new scheme; 
in the case of the former all the 
pensioners had a right to pension on 
uniform basis and any division which 
classified them into two groups by 
jntroduCifl9 a cut off date would 
ordinarily violate the,princiPle of 
equalitY in treatment unless there is 
,a stron9 rationale discern.ible for 

ame can be supported 
so doing and the s  
on the ground that it

, will subserve 
the object sought to be achieved,But 
in the case of a new scheme, in respect 
whereof' the retired employees have 
no vested right, the emplOYeer can 
festriCt the same to certain class 
of retirees, having regard to the 
fact situation in which it came to 
be introduCe(i,tB extent of' additiona ]' 

fjnaflC8i. b ur d ent hat it will throw, 
the capacitY of' the employer to bear 
the same, the feasibilitY O f extending 
the scheme to all retirees regardless 

of the dates o f their retirement, the 
availabtiity of records of every 
retiree, etc. etc." 

8. 	
On the touchstone of these quideliflth our opinion 

the Fifth Amendment Rules have to be extended to pre 6.8.93 

nature of' contiflUa e o 

retirees 
as these are in the 	

u f' the 

r 	 contd.'. 121+ 

il 

t 



existing rule under whiCh special p F y W & E payblG in a 

liberalised forii arc it is not as if for the first tirc 

special pay has been introduced by the A m endment rjles. 

Inthat view of the nttor the retired lAS officers have ,  to 

be treated to have a rioht to receive the &peclal pa, 

within the limit set in second proviso. Any classificatIon 

of the officers intc two groups by reference to the date of 

publication of Amedr'ent Rules 1993 pertiCJlarlY as the 

object to be achieved by the amendment is to mitigate the 

genuine grisvancecf promoted officers uould be discrininatt'. 

The grievance can not be only of officers who happen to be 

in service on 6,8.93 or thereafter. There is no discernible 

rationale in purporting to do so. 

9 1 	In the written statement the respondent No.1 have 

: 	L a 	PI  

propriety, amendments were made prospective in nature making 

them effective frora the date of their publication in the 

official Gazettee viz. 6.8.93. The respondents also seek 

to justify the prospective operation of the rules by 

contending that the rationale behind the restriction was 

to ensure that officers in the5e grades who are drawing 

special pay do not draw more pay than the officers who are 

in the respective hiQher grades but are not in receipt of 

special pay. This according to respondent No.1 is aimed 

at maintaining parity with the post of DIG in the IPS 

which is a super time scale of this service and whose pay 

is Rs.5100-6150/. although the said respondents concede 

V 	that the applicants continued to hold su-p-er time scale 

which carried the special pay but contend that they were 

not entitled to draw the special pay in view of the fact 

contd.... 13/ 
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that their pay in the s.eior time scale was fixed at the 

maximum of the grade, ViI. R,4700/-. The said respondentS 

also expresS the appreher.5i01 that ii the 8mended rules arc 

applied to the applicante then it would be open and and 

other promoted officers may also step in for grant of 

similar benefits on one pretext or the other. We find no 

force in any of these contEfltiOfl5. In edvencing these 

contentions the respondents are trying to compare the 

position o f eppliCaflt5 with officers in other services 

overlookiflQ that in  saying so they are admitting that as 

between the some set of officers, namely, IP5, they are 

forming two groups and are treating them unequally. Moreover 

if the relaxation was thought necessary to be made even 

ion c r t 	 scales 	1 	t.h 

there would be a stronger reason to do so in respect of 

those whoretiDed prior to 6.8.93 whose pre tavised pay 

scale was not comparabl6 with the revised scala. The Rules 

do not contain any indication that these uee intended to be 

made prospective in operation to avoid similar claim from 

officers who belong to other services. Under the circumstances 

no question of financial propriety can arise as contended 

by the reapordaflt6. How the grievance of the officers 

from the ether services, if  any, should be dealt with 

is a matter for the Central Goverrment to tackle 

independentlY and that cannot justify giving discrimina- 

tory treatment to the same homogeneous class of officers 

by bringing about an artificial divieiofl between them 

resulting in violation of principle of equality. - 

contd..... 14/ .  
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Hence we reject thc. above contentic 

We thereforE hold that the 	
COfltE.fl[U 

in the first proviso to clause 3 under the heading 11 8—Posts 

etc." in schedule III of the Indian Administrative Service 

(Pay Ru'es) 195 was not applicable to the applicants and 

they are entitled to claim the special pay for the ceriods 

mentioned by them subject to the qualifiCatioflS firstly, 

that at the material time they should have been holding the 

post in the grade which attracted payment of special pay 

under the IAS(Pay) Rules,.1954 and,secondly,SUbit to the 

second proviso to clause 3 restricting the maximum o4 i. 

6150/ per month. The consequential payment of arrears 

can be made provisionally subject to the result of the 

SLP pendino in the Supreme Court against the decision of 

L '•. 	 h 	ii 	 - 

in the case of applicants in the two cases before the 

Chandigarh Bench. Needless to say that the decision of the 

Supreme Court in that SLP should also govern the cases of 

the present applicants. However in the absence of any order 

of stay granted in that SLP we see no reason as to why the 

- respondents should not consider the claim of the applicants 

and allow the same provisionally at this stage- 

11. 

 

The difficulty that however arises in our way to 
is 

grant relief in above termsLbY reason of' the fact that the 

applicants have approached this Tribunal without first 

approaching the respondents with their claim for payment 

of the special pay in view of the Fifth Amendment Rules. 

If even thereafter inspite of the decision of the Chandigarh 

/' " X, - 	contd... 15/- 
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BcnCh and the opinion of the Law Ninistry as indicated in 

the written statement the respondents 
UCTC to refuse to 

grant them the payment then that uould have afforded the 

7 applic&t5 a cause of action to approach this Tribunal for 

suitable relief. On the present frame of the applications 

all that can be done is to declare what the position of law 

is relating to the claim of the applicants. The entire 

exerCise of hearing thus turned to be more of academic nature 

hjCh however became inevitable as respondent No.1 have 

asserted in the written statement that the rifth Amendment 

Rules are prospective in nature effective from 6.8.93. 

f1oreover in the absence of the legal position being clarified 

by us if the applicants uere to apply to the authorities 

concerned that was most likely to be rejected in view of 

the stand taKen by the respondent No.1 in the written statecnt 

hat, in order to seCura the ends of 
We therefore thought t  

justice it was necessarY for us to express out opinion on 

the correct position of the law rather than require the 

applicants first to apply to the respondents and thereafter 

again approach the Tribunal if their prayer was refused. 

12. 	
fqr Sarma, the learned Addl.C.G.S.0 for the 

respondents submitted that the reliefs claimed are barred 

by limitation and on that ground the 
application should be 

rejected. lit 
Roy on the other hand submitted that the 

applications have'be?n filed in view of the amendment of 

the Rules made on 6.6.93 and therefore the bar of limitation 

does not arise. In the cirCum$tQflbes of the case we are not 

inclined to hold that the claim is barred by time and in 

any event we are inclined to condone the delay in the 

interest of justice. 

contd... 16/— 
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13. 	In the lioht of the above 
diCUSSi0fl and with the 

positiOfl of law boinc, di 5cussd we direct the applicants 

to apply to the appropriate authority for payment of the 

amount of arrears of the speciCi pay as 
cliffCd in the 

respective applications. The authoritiC5 concerned ay take 

administrative decisiOfl 
and pass suitable orders on those 

applications subject to the scend prOViSO to Rule 3 under 

the heading "B-Posts" in schedule III of the Indian 

drninj5tr9tive(Y). Rules 1954 and eligibilitY of each 
or 

the applicants with reference to tne periods for uhiCh the 

payment is claimed. Such application to be filed within 

one month from the date of receipt of a copy o.f the order. 

The concerned authoritY shall dispose of the applications 

as far as practicable uithifl 	mor1ti 	I un i.he date of 

receipt of.the same from the respective applicants. 

Iv' 	14. 	
The appliCati0fl5 	partlY allowed, No oDder as  

to costs. 	1 

Sd/ VICE CHAIRIAN 	J 

Sd!-V.34BER (ADWN) 
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