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Hon, Mr A?B Gﬁrthl,
Hon, Mr, S.N. Pr

Accrieved by the order of the defﬁﬁdﬁnﬁ&- fix
pay improperly at Rs, 425/- per month wh.xle jnniors t

"‘.r-u-

were drawing Rs, 470/~ per month, Sri Mohinder S:Lti‘gh
plaintiff filed suit No, 400 of 1982 in the court of
City Kanpur. His suit was dismissed and an appeal filad by '
him having been transferred to the Tribunal is listed before ‘
us as T.A. No. 872 of 1986, g’

2. The plaintiff claims thet having completed the c-ent.i_;;ﬁﬁ__"

training successfully, he was appointed as Grinder Grade-A l;;

Weetf, 5.3,1967 in the pay scale of Rs, 125-155, whereas, e

he should have been promoted as Special Grade Grinder in the 4;
pay scale of Rs. 140-180 w.e.f. that date. Number of represes e |
-tations were made by him but without any success, - (n 8.3.1@
he qualified in the departmental exeamination and was promoteﬁi‘
as Spedial Crade Crinder w.e.f, 1.3.1978, Latter on 30.9.1979
his request was considered and allowed and he was accurdingl;a-;_."'
granted nctional seniority w.e.f. 5,3.1967 as Special Grade L?& I

Grinder without, however confering any ménetory benefits,

Ihe plaintiff was promoted gs Highly Skilled w.e.f. 31. S.l979 :H
) ’k “i
as Chargman Grade-II on 14.8.1930 in the pay scale of Rs.
425~-700, The main grievance of the plaintiff is that SQW" 7 f
f}

of his juniors who were also promc:ted as Chargeman Grade~ I%;,
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In service Jurisprudence, it is contrary to the basic : = <

Wit Be3ls 1967 as Speclal Grade Grinder 31nce the seg@i
was coranted to him without the consequential monetory be -. __
his pay was less than that of his juniors, _'”.iq-f:r :

4, WE'have heard the learned counsel for both the
parties and perused the record, The facts in this c,as&
remain undisputed. The plaintiff was civen notional se nﬁ'{ﬁ t
ss Special Grede Grinder w,e.f, 5,3.1967. His cubsequent _7m_"
promoticns 44 seems ,tcohave been granted on the due da‘t&f‘i.,,.;_'%_;g
There dces not seem to be anything adverse against the |
plaintiff, iIn these circumstances, on his promotion as
Charceman Crade-I1 on 14,8,1980, his pays should have been
fixed at the same level ss that of his juniors promoted on.
the same date, This was not done because his earlier |
promotion as Special Crade Grinder was given notionally,

2} !‘.
concept of senicrity that a senior should be nivan pay whi‘ﬁ‘c!;l :

15 less than that of his juniors, whem nothing adverse . “"w |

against the senior, is on record, We, therafﬂre, find that. f

-

the plaintiff's claim 4is reascnable and should be allowed, et
ia:

We, therefore, allowe= this appeal and set.aside the 1mpum&ﬁg
Judcrent and decree passed by the Trial Court, The dafEndaﬁ
are directed to fix the pay of.-the plaintiff at Rs, 470,‘- rﬂ
per month w.e. £, 14.8,1280 and grant him 317 ‘hh& émsa' h 4

bene fits , The suit No. 400 of ,3385} 1’5 dgggg’ag H.?j
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