Upen Court

CaNIb AL, AMINLTH A4 4 Ve T JBUNAL
Albet ABAd BENCH
Bhede AAB S

Uriginal wapplication No. 974 of 1992

Allahagbad this the _28th __ day of _February, = 2000

Hon'ble Mr.s.K.l. Naqvi, Member (J)
Hon'ble Mr.M.P. gingh, Member (4

omt. iuby amith wife of ohri B, amith, aged about
35 years, resident of 190-bDargsh sarif noad, Chunar, N

vistrict Mirzapur, presently working as Ticket Coll~ A
ector, N, Railway, Chunar.
<
Applicant
By Advocate ahri G.P. Gupta 3

Versus

le -Assistant Commercial oupdt. N. hgllway,allafiabad.
2. WLivisional nallway Manager, N. Railway, wllanabad.

3. Union of India tnrough Gener al manager, N. hailway,
Baroda House, New Uelhi,

kespondents

By AdvOcate ahri W.C. 23xena

ORUEK (Ural )

By Hon'ble Mr.o.Kel. Naqvi, sember (J)

The applicant has moved the Iribunal
for a direction to yet change her dwpresent cadre
of licket Lollector to any otner equal in post and

also for correction of pay fixation.

B AS per applicant's case, sne was app-

ointed as Lady Ticket Collectur on compassion



ground but duriny the cowse of her sergice, she
was seived with several chargee-sheets of minor
penalty and was punished against thuse chalyes

and, therefore, instead of fighting these cagsual
mishaps in her service, she has prayed for a
direction to change the cadre. she has also men-
tioned thet the increment which was withheld as

per order dated ® 10.4.1vY2, has not been allowed
after the expiry of perivd of punishment and, there-

tfore, she is entitled to re-fixation of ner increment.

3. The respondents have contested the
case ana filed the counter-reply,in which it hgs been
pleaded thgt change of cadre is not permissible and
the re-fixation of pay is not required in view of

Or der withholding the increment in the light of

punishment imposed upon her.

4. Heard the learned counsel for the

rival contesting parties and perused the record,

S Learned counsel fer the applicant
mentions that he is not in touch with the applicant
for a good long time anu, therefore, he is not in
a position to place the oryuments with reference

to present position.

6. Un the perusal of the record, we find
that as per rules of the Kailway BOard, change of
cadie 1ls not permissible. soyeover, the respondents
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have made it clear in their counter=reply that

MO re-fixation of pay is werranted in the matt el
Therefore, we find that the “ehs has no merit for
consideration, Hence, dismisseds There will be

NO order ags toc costs.
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