





Re. 4000 "~ gpoo/- for the period fram 27.6.2000
Oonwards . It appears by (Annexure A—lnj order the
department has refused the claim of the applicant
under the impression that his claim is undexr ACP., The
claim of the applicant is Dbased on his having

functioned and having enshouldered the higher

responsibility of Traffic Clerk since 27.03.2000.

5 The Apex Court in the following cases have held
that when a person has enshouldered the higher
responsibility under the order of the authorities, he

is entitled to the Pay scale attached to the said

post..

(D) Jaswamt Singh v. Ponjab Poultry Field Stars
&ssn. , (2002) 1 scc 261, at page 264

directed that since Sobind Singh had besn discharging
the doties of a Chick Sexer, he was entitlesd to get
téuipqrmdmm-z of that post. As £far as the
appeliant was concerned, in pmparted compliance wish






&

during that tiwe againse the post of BSecretary
(Scouts). It is also not in dispute that the salary
attached to the post aof Secretary (Scouts) was in the
pay scale of 1640-2900. (x _

of quantmm meruit the respondents authorities shonlsd

Cime he actoally woxked on the said post of Secretary
[Scouts) Eheugh i an officiating capacity and pot as
a reqular promotee. This 1imited relief is required to
be given to the appellant eniy on this ground.

§. ... The appeals are allowed to the Iiwited
extent that ﬂbamapondmth.ﬂﬂhcauﬂm to
mate available to the appeliant the difference of
salary in the time scale of 1640-2500 during the
period fram 29-1-1532 to 19-9 1995 during which time
the appeliant actually worked,*

(d) In yet another case of Jeet Singh v.
M.C.D., 1986 Supp SCC 560 the Apex court“s
vexdict is as wunder:

“.. Petitioners eclaim that they have been in
continuous employment sver since the Year 1979 and that
Chey axe entitled to the salary and allowances are paid
fo requiar and permanent employess on the princinies of
squal pay for egual woxk. mmmmm
the Writ Petition Nos, 3077-3111 of 1985 we direct that

6. All the above decisions of 'the Apex Court go to
show that the law laid down by the Apex Court 15 that
if an individual has been asked to perform the 'duries
of a nigher post which he performs for a substantial

pericd, he is entitled to the Pay scale of that higher

post for the period he had carried out the higher

responsibility attached to that ‘post., albsit, hes
cannot claim on account of such holding of higher
Tesponsibility either regular promotion or seniority
or the like. 1In other words, Pay the individual for

the work he has done as asked for to do.






