Dated : Allahabad this the 5th D

Hot'ble Mr, B5. Das Gupta,Member—(A)
Coram : Hon 'ble Mr, T. L. Verma, Member-AJ)

Original Application No., 923 of 1990

Brahma Dutt Tiwari son of late vy
Sukh Ram Tiwari, aged about 53 years, r/o.
- ¥ village Naubasta, Post Farsipur, District

Fratapgarh. «»s s Applicant,

(C/A sri O. F. Gupta,Advocate)

) Yol

Versus

1. Superintendent, Central Te legraph Office,
Allahabad.
% 2. Director, Telegraph(East), Varanasi
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ORDEB (oral)
(By Hon. Mr. S. Das Supta, Member-A)
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B s
ear ﬁ‘\- l@f}/“- in PM ‘ﬂ %. 990/= n &
with reference to his junio 3@ )
fixed at &.1050/-. He has also pray
arrears of pay and cther allmaﬂﬁmm ‘“

due to enhancement of aforesaid pay.

T o5 The case szt up by the applicant in %ﬂ: -
, O.A. is that Sri R. F. Tiwari has been junior oy .
- to the applicant and both of them got promotion
to the post of Overseer on 8.10.1986 on which date
the pay of Sri R. P. Tiwari was fixed at &.1060/=
hh whereas the pay of the applicani was fixed at
& .99C/- without any reason, He submitted sevara 1 N
reprasentations but thess wers finally re jected. -

Hence this application.

3. The respondents have stated in the counter=
affidavit that the aforasaid R. F. Tiwari was 3
promoted in 1974 against 20% quota for time bound
promot ion whersas the applicant was not so promoted
in view of the adverse remarks 1in the A.C.R. He was
actually promoted in 1983 and therafore, he was —j
N getting much less pay than Sri R, P. Tiwari at the
: .: time of his promotion to the post of Overseer and

hence the lower fixation of his pay.




queta and therefore, h:h m
stepping up with reference to "Ehi m 3

Tiwari.

5. We have heard the learned counsel ,h

the parties and perused the record ﬂéﬂfﬂ.’lﬁlﬁf

6. The fixation of pay of the applicant at

a lower stage than Sri R. P. Tiwari is a result of
his subsequent promotion to higher scale against
20% guota for time bound promotion.The supersession
of the applicant in that promoction is not under
challenge before us. Thé fact remains that he was
promotad BAMEY in 1983 whereas Sri R. P. Tiwari

was promoted in 1987. This resulted the difference

l;lﬁ fixation of pay‘*s su;:h,t.he same cannot be
by Age .
bm by way of stepping up of pay.

L'ﬁ

T We find no merit in this application W
dismiss the same leawving the parties to bear their

own cost.




