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_Neu Delhi this the &th Day of April, 1994,
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«A.No, 2658/92 & 2676/92

Hon'ble Mr, B,N, Dhoundiyal, Member(A)
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Sh, Kewal Krishan Mal
~5/0 Sh, Badra Nath,
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Respondents

(By advocats Sh. B,K, Aggarual)

ORDER -(ORAL)
delivered by Hon'ble Mr, B.N. Dhoundiyal,Memer(a)

Heard the ]learned Counsel for the parties

|
and perused the records,
There are 11 gpplicants in 0A-2658/92 and |

]

i

4 applicants in 0A-2676/92, All of them claim

the benefit of the Railuay Bopard's circularsdated
16.9.1988yand 14,9,1990 for stepping up of their

Pgy after the implementation of the 4th Pay Commission

recommendatiensg
Lith effect fron 1.1, 1586 ,

T ——————— ———

The ipplicants were promoted in the grade of |
Rs, 700-900 prior to the implementation of the Fourth
Pay Commissien Report on 1.1.1986, Their Juniers
who uere promoted afte§ the enforcement of the Fourth
Pay Commission's Report vere fixed>at much higher
scale than those who had been sromoted en supervigory
post prier to 1.1,1986, The Ministry of Railway
sought the removal of this @anomaly vide their letters
dated 16,9,1988 and 14,9, 1990, The pay of Senior | g
Leco Supervisors appointed prior to 1.1, 1986 vas to |
be stepped up to the level of a junioer draving more

Pay in the grade lppointad on or after 1,1, 1986,

The learned Counsgel for the respondents has

argued that stepping up of Pay is appligable in the same
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seniority unit and the same cadre, In this case,
the drivers are selects? tfor . different cadres,
namely, Pouir Controller, Insgactor: and Loco

Fer eman, iThay can't compare their pay scales to
that of their juniors in the other cadres to claim

the benefit of the afore-mentioned circulars,

These issues have been consider ed by this
: the '

Tribunal in/case of Sh, KL, Mehandi Ratts and
Another versus Ynion of India (0A-469/£92) decided
en 22,12,1992, Relief yas granted on the basis

that though the nomeclature of Supervisor post

may be different but ultimately all these cadres

come within the torm‘of ‘Loco Supervi sors?, If uas
also held that the fntervening promotion would net

af fect the seniority, An S,L,P, filed by the res-
pondent s before the Hon'ble Supreme Court yas
dismissed, Thereafter, this issue has been considared
by this Tribunal in 0.A,Nos, 1532/92, 2106/91 and
3252/92 decided on 25,3,94, " In all the judgements
the follouwing observations . ‘made in DA-469/92

have bean reiterated:.

"It may be that the channel may be different
but ulti mately, both of them belong to
suparviaoryataff. The intervening channel
will not effect the seniority,* Even if the
said Bajpai belongi to the different unit,
the unit is not analogous with the cadre,
when t here was a comhined seniority and the
promotional post is a higher, and both the
then becme Supervisors, the applicants shall
also be entitled to the henefit of the said
cir cular which was earlier rightly enforced
by the Railuay Bpard, and even ctherui ge,
the applicants could not he deprived of the
said benefit without giving an opportunity

of hearing to the anplicants, ®

In vieu of the afore-mentioned Considerations,

the applications are disposed of with the direction

TR .




in the
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to the respondents to give the benefit to the applicants

same manner as have been given in 0A-469/92,

There will be no order as to costs,
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