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ORDER (oral)

Hon'ble Mr A.V.Haridasan, Vice Chairman (J)

The applicant who was appointed in 'I' Division Jallandhar and

promoted as a Sorter (Sorting Division) w.e.f. 1.4.1958 was

transferred to New Delhi Sorting Division on 11.3.1987. He was given

a special allowance of Rs. 40 per month as supervisory allowance

w.e.f. 5.1.1990 by order dated 4.1.1990. His grievance isthat while

he was discharging supervisory functions and in that process was

supervising ov^ Shri Balbir Singh II, he was drawing a basic pay of

^•^^^OA^^hereas Balbir Singh was drawing a basic pay of Rs.2250/-.
Shri Balbir Singh is at SI. No.58 in the gradation list of sorting

assistants while the applicant is at SI.No.26, according to the

applicant. iSierefore, there is no justification for not giving

the applicant the pay on par with his junior Balbir Singh^/ The ^

applicant has also referred to a judgement of the Tribunal in OA

1746/88 which gave the benefits of' pension, DCRG and leave

encashment including fixation of pay to the applicant irt. that case.

ant



For what purpose the applicant relies on the judganent is not made clear.

However; on the basis of his claim that he is senior to Balbir Singh

and is holding a supervisory post, the applicant prays that the

respondents may be directed to fix his basic pay at Rs. 2250/- on par

with Balbir Singh's pay.

2. The respondents in their reply statement have made it clear

that though the applicant was appointed on 1.4.1958 earlier than the

date Balbir Singh was appointed, he was placed lower down ini; the

seniority for the reason that he got transferred to Delhi Circle at

in mutual exchange with Khushi Ram, Sorting Assistant, Delhi
38 of P&T tfanual Vd.m.

Sorting Division urier rule/'I^is placement at SI.No. 26 and the

placement of Balbr Sigh at SI .No.58 was an error which was later
accctding to than.

rectified by order dated 12.9.1988rf^^^5'̂ iece9fba:,„, Balbir Singh, on the

basis of the judgement in OA 1746/88 got lower selection grade with

effect from 1.10.1968 and it was on account of that the pay cf

^Ibir Singh was fixed at Rs. 2250 while the pay of the applicant

remained at Rs. ITOO/'̂ atd I:.

x:

therefore the respondents

contend that he is not entitled to cuiy such benefit.

3- When the application came up for hearing today, though it

was called twice, none appeared for the applicant. Therefore we did

not have the privilege of hearing the counsel for the applicant.

, However, we have heard Shri M.K.Gupta, counsel for the respondents

and carefully gone through the pleadings in this case.

fact that the applicant commenced his career as sorting

assistant earlier than Balbir Singh is not in dispute. It is also

not in dispute that the applicant was transferred to Delhi from

Jallandhar under rule 38 of P.&_ T Manual Volumem and accepted his

seniority ac .the, -the cfdre. - ; Tiuisi, he

becaame junior to Bajbir singh and he had the lower pcsiticn
1 • . -d

• applicant'sin aenixxtjty. »Phe/case is that his iJOsibigrt on the gradation list was
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atSl.No,26 and the position of Salbir Singh was at Sl.Nc.58. That

position was corrected by order passed by the respondents on 12.9.1988.

Though the applicant has in his rejoindeir stated tha ; this was nc^t done

with rotice to hiin; but nol^ijtep has so far been taken by h;.in to challenge
tl-.is order. However, Bc-Jbir Singh b«K:aine entitled to the basic pay of

Rs.2250/- because he got lower selection grade w.e.f. 1,10.1968 being

successful in OA 1746/88 to v^ich thf; applicant was nc>t e party.

Therefore, he was not entitled to the benefit Balbir Singh had received.

Under the circumstances, there is no basis for the claim of the applicant

for parity of pay with Balbir Singh who is not junior to him.

light of what is stated above, we do not find any merit

in the application and the same is dismissed.

No costs.

(R.K.Ahooga)^^.,.-— (A.V.Haridasan)
Man±)er Vice Chaiman (J)
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