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The petitioners in this case are all Air-Conditioning
Coach Mistries. They are aggrieved by the impugned order
dated 4.11.1986 (4nnexure~I) by which the grant of special
L pay made in thelr favour on the strength of the order dated

1.6.1984 (annexure~3) was withdraun. The Ministry of
Railways on considgration of propcsals made by the Staff
Side in the Departmental Council (JCM) decided that a
special pay of Rs.35/- per month may be gramted to such of
the Train Lighting Mistries who are either in independent
charge of gangs or are supervising highly skilleﬂ uorkers.

This order was communicated by Annexure 3 to be effective
P
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« to the petitioners
from 1.5.1984. The benefit of this order was granted /as

well which was withdrawn by the impugned order dated 4.11.86
(Annexure~I) in the light of the suggestions made by the
communication dated 11.2.1985 (Annexure-=2) from Ram Singh,

/VSPD(PE), Head Wuarters (Office, Baroda House, New Delhi.




-2 -
The withdrawal of special pay in favcur cof the petiticners

- was made on the ground that it is by mistake that the
petitioners have been graptad the special pay even though
on the strength of the order dated 1.6.1984 (annexure=3),
the? vere not éligible for grant of special pay.

2, The questionvfor examination is as to whether the
petitioners are entitled to grant of special pay in accordaﬁce
with the letter dated 1.6.1984 (Annexure~3). The said order
in clear and specific termsjstates that the special pay of

Rs.35/= has been sanctioned to that cadre who are descfibed
as Train Lighting Mistries. The ord;r makes it clear that
the spscial pay of Rs.35/- may Ee granted tc such of the
Train. Lighting Mistries,'uho'are either in independent
charce of gangs or are supervising highly skilled workers.

/

Unless both the conditions are satisfied, they would noct be
éualified for grant of special pay of Rs.35/= per month.

So far as the petitioners are concerned, they did not satiéfy
the firét condition inasmuch as they are air-Conditioning
Coach Mistries and not Tfain Lighting Mistries. The order
has granted rglief of special pay oﬁly to that cadre described
as Train Lightino Mistries and not to Q;r—Conditioning Coach
Mistries. Hence, it is obvious tﬁat it.is by mistake that
the petitioners who uwere not.el}gible for grant of special

\pay of Rs.ﬂS/— per month, were granted speciél pay. The
authority on = ~discovering the mistake was competent to

correct the same and set the matter richts, 'They wvere'.

/ justified in withdrawing the order of grant of special pay
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and making directions to refund the émount received

by the petitioners.

3; The lesarned Counse; ffor the petitiorer, houwever,

sgbmitted that the ﬁir—Conditibning‘Coach Mistries and

the Train Lighting Mistriés are all inclgued in the comman

senlority list and they have a common\channel of promeotion

and, therefore, they are also entitled to be granted special

pay in the same manrer in which the Train Lighting Mistries

hgve been granted. The écope of this petitioh is limited

to enforce the order (Annexure~3). There is no prayer

in this petition for a direction to the Gévernment to

considér the case of the petitioners forgrant of the

benefit of special pay to that class of employees described

as Alr-Conditioning Coach Mistries. This is alsp.not a

case in which a complaint has béen made about discrimination,

Hence, the question of examining these aspects does not

arise. We are satisfied on the materials placed before

us that the petitiéners who are Air-Conditioning Coach

Mistries, are not’covered by the order (Annexure-3) dated

1.6.1884 which restricts grant of special pay only to

Train Lighting Mistries.

4., For the reasons stated above, this petition fails

and is dismissed. No costs. ' Jﬁ)
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