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Applicants are working under the third respondent 

in various: posts in the pay scale of Ps. 950- 	.1500 They are 

aggrieved by Annxure A-4 order by .wkiich their request for 

ante-dating the date  of increment taking into consideration 
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the increment given to r • K. I • Thomas wh. was 'appointed 

as Driver Engine Static #  DES fbrshrt%n 12.3.82 l.ng after 

applicants' were appointed and drawing the pay of Rs. 260-400 

(pre-revised) since October. 1981.. .... . 

2. ....Applicants submitted that they were appointed in 

4ES service in different categories. from 1964 to 81. BUt 

all of them were getting the pay sce of Rs. 260-400 ever 

since Oøtober, 1981 pursuant to codification of pay scale of 

different grades and bringing them under the same cadre. 

In October, 1985 after getting four increments the pay of 

theapplicants was revised to 284/i.. andthis can be seen fr•m 

Annexure A-], a c.ns.lidated list of applicants and Shri 

K.ITh.mas prepared by the applicants giving details of 

date of appointment e, date of revised pay scale, date of 

commencement of service,date of increment etc. Annexixe 

A-2 is the Recruitment Rule. Relevant p.rtisn .f the 

Recruitment Rule givingthe channel of promotion from the 

post of Driver Engine Static is given below: 

Driver Engine Static - Driver Fitter 
Turner 
Vehicle Mechanic " 

The iif.%t and the second applicants as per Annexure A1 

have been given pr.motisn. from DES to Fitter. Their 

next date of increment has been fixed as OctOer, 1986. 

But from the same list it'may be seen that Shri K.I.Th.mIS 

who joined tS on 12.3.82 gets a salary of P.s. 278 as in 

date having next date if increment in March, 1986. According 

to applicant,. if Thomas who joined tIES as DES much later 

than the joining of applicmnt, an be 'iven a higher pay and 

date of increment earlier to the date if incremezt of the 

applicants,' there is anomaly, on account If c.dification of 

pay of various posts tñt. a single scale. Persons working 

in the same sôale having same cadre should be treated. 
111.  

equally, 	a juisr gets a higher pay hvingealier date if 

increment with reference to date of joining, there is nothing 

wrong in giving parity of pay and fixation of date of 
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increment  k k~*4- ~_ 
14- The impugned order Annexure A-4fi 	was 

passed after disposing of the repreSer1tation filed by 

applicants jointly for atite-diting their date of increment 

hIving regard to the pay and date of increment of Shri K. I. 

Themes. The •rder reds as follows; 

.'.... Pr.josals for antedating if date of 
increment in respect of the undermentioned 
individuals received vido your above quoted 
letter are returned herewith, as the same 
cannot be processed due to the reason that the 
comparison made there in is with that of 
different category.. . 

The only reason mentioned in the said •rder is that the 

coaris.n made in the representation is with reference to 

different categories and that cannot be allowed. 

Learned counsel for applicant Submitted tat 

there is no application of mind. 8hi K.I.Thomas j.ined 

the Z€S as DES on 12.3.82. Hence, the reason stated in the 

impugned order cannot be supported. 

He further submitted that applicants are 

entitled to get berf it 	in the memorandum in the 

light of RU1O 8 of Central Civil Service Revised Pay Rules, 

1986. It reads as fellows: 

0 8. Date of next increment in the revised scale: 
The next increment of A Government 

servant whese pay has been fixed in the 
revised scale in accordance with sub rule 
(1) of rule 7 shall be granted on the date 
he would have drawn his increment, had he 
continued - in the existing scale.. 
x 	 x 	 x 

provided further that in case other than 
those covered by the preceding proviso, the  
next increment of a Govt. 5ervaP.,whose 
pay is fixed on the 1st dayof January,1986 
at the same stage as the one fixed for 
another Government servant junior to him 
in the same cadre and drawing pay at a 
lower stage than his in the existing scale; 
shall be granted on the Same date as admiSc-
sible to his junior, if the date of 
increment of thejunior happens to be 
earlier. 

x 	 x 	xx 

0 

0. 



69 	 According to applicaxt the case of the applicants 

squarelyc.mes within the second pr.viss of Rule 8 as 

extracted above because they claim parity with the ease 

•fK.I. Thsmaswh.J.ined as DES intheS. ApplicantS 

werealse getting pay of DES • S. they submitted that by 

application of the aforesaid rule they can be yranted 

reliefs. Hence, they submitted that the impugned •rder is 

unsustainable. 

On a perusal of the impugned Annexure A-4 

i am satisfied that it has been passed witkut any 

application of mind,/after careful consideration of 

the claim of the applicants that they are entitled to 

ante-date their increments considering the pay and date of 

increment in the ease of their junior Mr. K.I. Thomas 

w.v]cing in the cadre of DES. 

Having regard to the facts and circumstances 

of the cese I accept the sntentisn of the applicants and 

after careful verification of the dscuments pr.ded in 

this case I am also satisfied that Annexure A-4 cannot be 

astained. Accsrdingly, I quash the same and direct the 

third respondent to reconsider the claim of the applicants 

in the light of the Statements in Annexure A4 and the case 

cited by them referred to above. They shall also examine 

whetter the applicants are entitled to get ante-dating of 

their increment as claimed in the .riginal application 

in the light of Rule 8 of Central Civil Service Revised 

áy RuleS, 1986. This shall be done within a period of six 

months from the date of receipt of a copy of this judgment. 

90 . The application is disposed of as abve. 

10. 	There shall be no order as to costs. 

(NaDHR DAN) 
JUDICIAL MEMBER 

21.7.93  
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List • fAnnexures 

Annexure A-4: impugned order dated 25.7.91 

Annexure A-i : c.mparative statement prepared by 
applicants 
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