
O.A ./13/89 

COJ'M : Ron'ble Mr. P.M. Joshi 
	s Judicial torrber 

Hon'ble Lr, P.S. Chaudhuri : Adirinistrative Xeniber 

25/04/1989 

Heard i:r. 13.13. Gogia the learned counsel for the 

petitioner. In view cC the points raised in the appliCrtioii, 

in our opi1ion, they deserve coraside..aUon. ACCOJdi xrly, 

application is adiitted. Issue notice$ to the repondcnts. 

The respondentFi are dirocted to file their reply within 

30 days from the receipt of the notice. They are also 

directed to furrish a copy c the reply to the petitioner. 

The case be posted on 5th June, 1989 for further draction 

before flegitrar. 

p S Ch,udhuri 
	

F JO3hi 

Ad*jnistra tive Meinber 	 J\idiciri 1ember 

*Mcgera 
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OA/13/99 

Shri Tapubhai K.Gorwadja, 
Laxrni Nivas, 
5, Bhagwatipura, 
Rajkot-2. 	 Petitioner 

V e ru S 

Union of India 
Through: Secretary, 
Postal Department, 
New Delhi. 

Superintendent of Railway 
Main Service, Rakot Division 
Rajkot. 	 : Respondents 

Corarn : Hn'ble Mr. P.H. Trivedi 	Vice Chairman 

ORAL ORDER 
Dt: 7/11/1989 

Per: Hon'ble Mr. P.H. Trivedj 	: Vice Chairman 

Heard Mr.B.B.Gogia, the learned advocate for the 

applicant. Mr.J.D.Ajmera, learned advocate for the 

respondent not present. It appears in this case that 

the petitioner's grievance is regarding recovery on account 

of pay fixation vis-a-vis im the pay fixed frn' 

Mr.Jadeja and in this respect it is stated in the second 

parpage-4 of the reply that the audit office did not 

llow the applicant's pay to be stepped up as he did not 

fulfilk4 the conditions laid down under proviso-2 below 

Rule-B of CCS. R.P. Rules, 1986. 	So far as the petitioner' 

case regarding pay fixation vis-a-vis Shri Rajguru is 

concerned learned advocate states that a ffesh consideration 

will have to be given to his case. It appears from the 

comments against para-1 in the Memo dated 24.11.1987 annexed 

at page 29 his reply that formal sanction of DSP/PMG is 

necessary as per provision of FR-27. 

It is found in this case the question of pay fixation 

involves reference to several documents relating to the 

dates on which officiating promotion was allowed to the 

petitioner and M/s.Rajguru and Jadeja which is reflccted 
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in the dates on which incrrnents were allowed to them with 

reference to which the petitioners grievance arises. It is 

a matter in which problems of accounting, administrative 

decisionJrearding making local arrangements for officiating 

probti•ons and interpretation of FR and SRs are involved. 

It is appropriate therefore that the case is eferred to a 

competent authority namely het Master General who snould 

take into consideration the grounds urged in the pleadings 

of both parties and without being inhibited by the reply 

of the respondents wo make a decision on merits by means 

of a speaking order giving reasons for accepting or refusing 

the grounds taken. It is 	 this he clone within 

four months of the date of this order. Any action being taken 

for effecting recovery be imolernented only after the seak1ng 

orders aforesaid are passed. With this Ob:3ervation and 

direction, the case is distosed of. 

LP.H.Trivedi) 
Vice Chairman 

a.e ,hhatt 


