
/0 CENTRAL ADniNISTRATI'v/E TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPAL BENCH/ /

I NEU DELHI

O.A.No. 1550/1990

Neu Delhi, this the I9th day of August, 1994.

HON'BLE SHI A.V. HAR lOASAN mBER(3)
HON'BLE SRI B.K. SINGH MEMBER (A)

1, Sri Lekh Raj S/o Sri Anup Chand
Driver Gr.A under CTFO (RS)
Delhi, Delhi Division, NR,
Neu Delhi

R/o 1/17, Railuay Colony,
Kishanganj, Neu Delhi,

. 2. Sri S.Parkash S/o Sri Ram Jauaya Mai,
Driver Gr.A under CTFO(RS), Delhi,
Delhi Division, NR, Neu Delhi
R/o H.No.6440, Nabi Karim,
Factory Road, Delhi, •» Applicants

(By Adv/ocats Sri 3.K. Bali, Advocate)

U/s

Union of India

thr ough

1. General Manager, NR, Hqrs,Office,
Baroda House, New Delhi,

2, Oivl. Railway Manager, DeM Division,
^ NR, New Delhi .. Respondents

(By Sri B.K, Aggarual, Standing Counsel)

ORDER (qIsAL)

HON'BLE SRI A.U. HARIOASAN, MEMBER (JUDICIAL)

The grievance of the applicants is that

by the impugned order dt,5-4-90 uhile promoting

the applicants from the post of Driver Gr.B to

Driver Gr.A their basic pay have been reducsd from

fe,1760 to te,1650/-, and Rs.1720/- to Rs.1600/-

respectively. The applicants contend that on

their promotion to higher posts there is no justi'
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fication to reduce their pay and that too without

giving them a notice. thes© allegations the

applicants have sought to quash the impugned order

to tne extent it affects their basic pay,

2, The respondents in their reply have stated

that the fixation of pay in the impugned order at

Annexure-1 uas only provisionally made that it would

be prop or ly fixed in accordance with the rulesr; aiift^r;:,-

getting clarification from tne headquarters, that the

factr^ha®: been mentioned at the foot note of the
" "a • '

impugned order itself, and therefore the applicants

have no legitimate grievance t:& bp^^rs-dr^ssWedi'-------

,3''a y® :.h8W@'';h®artij:Sti---3^ ' Baili^learned counsel

for the applicants and Sri R.L. Ohauan, learned counsel

for the respondantsfj and perused the material papers

carefully. The"contention of the respondents %

that in the foot note the fact tnat tne applicants

pay would be fixed in accordance with the rule has

been mentioned does not appears to be correct, because

; the foot note does not contain either the names

or the serial numbers of the applicants. It is an

admitted fact that by the impugned order the basie

pays cf the applicants have been reduced considerably.

It is further admitted that before doing so no notice

was given to the applicants. It is well settled that

any order which h^d,adverse civil consequences should
a him

not be >:fsfsed ajgain^^erscn:,; without giving/an oppor
tunity to show cause against such an order. There

fore, we are convinced that part of the impugned order

1 Jby: which basic pay^'-of the applicants have been reduced

is illegal and unsustainable.

4, In the result, ue set aside the impugned

order to the extent to which the basic pay of the
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applicants are affected aduarsely and ue direct the

respondents not tc reduce the pay of the applicants

from Rs,1760/- and Rs.1720/- respectively as stated in

the impugn.ed orders without complying with the legal

formalities^ if such a reduction is called for in

accordancQ with the rules. There is no order as t

costs.
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