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IMMEDIATE
- COURT CASE
No. 1396752/2019-Estt (Pay-1)
Government of India
Ministry of Personnel, Public Grievances & Pensions

e North Block, New Delhi
Dated the i November, 2019

OFFICE MEMORANDUM
— == MORANDUM
Subject: Representations Iegarding grant of annual increment to the
em qlozee_g_yretlres on 30% June of the vear ‘Iegarding.

The undersigned ig directed tp refer to letter No. Pe i /2018/R-I/ 1
of Ministry of Railways dated 14/10/2019 on the Subject cited abovs

2. In this matter, with reference to Central Government employees, the
following is hereby Stated: '

2l g far as p, Ayyamperumal case is concerned, referred in the
instant cases also, it is stated that the Judgment Hon’ble High Court of
- Madras in p. Ayyamperumal case is in bersonam,

. Further, the case of Sh. M Balasubramaniam referred by Hon’ble
High Court 1 s judgment in B Ayyamperumal case is related tg




Central Government to pensioners, Therefore, we are not able to"

accept the view taken by the Division Bench. We accordingly,
overrule the judgment in Malakondalah case (supra).”

20 In) addition, subsequent to the Judgment of Hon’ble High Court of
Madras in P. Ayyamperumal case, Hon’ble CAT Madras Bench vide its
Orders dated 19032019  in O.A.No.310/00309/2019 and O.A,
No.310/00312/2019 and Order dated 27.03.2019 in ©A.
No.310/00026/2019 has also dismissed the similar requests related with
notional increment for pensionary benefits.

2.5 The Hon’ble Supreme Court, vide judgment dated 29.03.2019,while
dismissing  the SLP (g Dy. No.6468/2019 filed by D/o-

Telecommunications against the judgment dated 08.05.2017 of Hon'ble
High Court, Lucknow Bench in WP No.484/2010 in the matter of UOI &

& Busther, | it is e stated that this Department’s OM No.

20086/23/1988-Estt.(D) dated 06.01.1989 provides that since each case °
is to be contested on the basis of the specific facts and circumstances
relevant to it, the administrative Ministry/Department (D/o- Ministry of
Railways in the instant case) will be in a better position to defend the case

if required. If, however, any clarification is required on the interpretation

dated’ 2500 1964 .- also the Cabinet Seeretary’s D.0O. letter no.
1/50/3/2016-Cab dated 16.06.2016 and the Department of
Expenditure’s OM No. 7(8)/2012—E—IH(A) dated 16.05.2012 inter-alia
provide that (i) a common counter reply should be filed before a Court of

every such stage. In no case should the litigation be allowed to prolong to
the extent that it results in contempt proceedings.






