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Centra! Administrative Tribunal , Principal Bench

Original Appl ication No. 1697/83

New Delhi , this the day of December, 2000

Hon'ble Mr.Kuldip Singh,Member 13)
Hon' ble Mr . S. A, T. Rizvi, MemberC.4)

\

Applicant

Ved Frakash
S/o Shri Shiv Kumar Dubey
R/o 15/280 Lodhi Colony,
N © w D e1h i-1 1 0 003,

(By Advocate Shri M,K. Bhardwaj)

Ver SMS

1  , Secrotaryr
Ministry of l-tonve Affairs,
North Block,
kow Delhi.

«

2. Secrotarv,
Department of Personnel & Training,
Ministry of Personnel, Public Grievances
and Pensions, North Block,
New Delhi. " RS'Spondsiftts

(By Advocate - Sh.R.V. Sinha)

0 R D IE

M Hon" ble Mr.Kuldip Si[isJl.,.Meinbei;;,.tIJ.

The applicant has filed this OA seeking

stepping up of pay vis-a-vis his junior Shri B.c.

Mehra, The applicant has also filed representation

before filing this OA but the same had been rejected

vide impugned CM Annexure A-1 whereby the appx

had been denied his request for stepping up of his

pay. The applicant had appeared in Stenographer Grade

'III' test in the year 1976 and had secured rank

No. 425 and Shri Bahadur Singh Mehra, who ̂  had'- also

appo-ared in the same test had secured rank No. 432.

Both of them were appointed as Stenogi'apher Grade •-III

under the respondents. Mr. B.S. Mehra had been

shown immediate junior to him. The basic pay of the

applicant had been fixed at Rs.DSSO/-- in the pay scale

ky-
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dLis to adhoc officiating/regular service rec-^ereu lii

the higher posts for periods earlier than the seniors
cannot therefore^ be as anomaly in strict sense Oi the
term'v. Now since the OM dated 4. 1 1.1993 particularly
says that as per the instances at Clause "b" which has
been reproduced above that in oc-ifO oi , u i u,..

promotion by the senior then he-cannot claim stepping

up of pay and this OM dated 4. 1 1 .1993 was also a
subject matter of discussion before the Hon'ble

Supreme Court in the case of U.O.I, and Another Vs.

R, Swaminathan and Others reported in JT 1997(8) SO

61. In that case also the Hon'ble Supreme court has

"T observed as followsA-

,,...The difference in the
pay of a junior and a senior in the oases
before us is not a result oi ^
application of Fundamental, itule
22(l )(a)( i ). The higher pay reoeiveoby
a" junior is on account of his earlier
officiation in the higher post because of
local officiating promotions which_he got
in the past. Because of the proviso yu
Rule 22 he may have £MlLed-AnilU-..a!MJrt^
the higher pay scale of the Pqst^ to which
he is promoted on account of his past
service and also his previous pay ifbthe
pr oiTiO t i ona 1 post has been tuf'-'un .nii-u
account in fixing his pay on promotion.
It is these two factors which have
increased the pay of the juniors. This^
cannot be considered as un cni'-..rinu.Ly
re Quiring thS' stepping, up of tne puy oi
the seniors." (emphasis supplied)

16, It was fui'ther held as follows--

But the only
justification for local promotions is
there short duration. If such vacancy
is of long' duration there is no
admi nistr ativo reason for net
fo 11 ow i. i"i g the a 11 I i"! d i a s e n i o r i t y.
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