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CENTRAL ADMINISTRALIIVE TRIBUNAL
LUCKNOW BENCH

LUCKNOW

O‘A‘ NO. 204‘/91 \

F.M.Khan ang others Applicants

versus

i

Union of Indla & othats

Respondents.

|
shri L.P. Shukla Coungel

for Applicant.

Shri anil Srivastava, LounselfOr Respondentg,

-
(Hon.Mr, Justice U.C.8rivastava, V.C. )

The applicants who were recruited as Commeriial

]

apprentice in dne Reilways angd before 15,5.87 they had
|

acquired the training of 1% years have not been given

|
the venefit of the pay scale of g 1600-2660,while
|
@ .
others were giVeL thé same because of the circular
| |

lEtu@f dated 15,5.87 igsued by theR&8ilway Board,

which created tw3 Categories, one which was recruited
it ,
before/and the other was recruited subseeuently that

(applicent 1 w4
is why the appllcaﬂts have prayed that they/may be

granted the pay sCaleiof % 1600-2660 from 15,5,87-and

the applicamt No, 5 from 12,10.90 ymAXhnbxbbexapplisgsh:
Q&yxzxxﬁxE@XgﬁzmkS&xﬁnﬁxxagkx when he was regularly

selected. .. {
|
2. We have already considered the matter in the case

i
I
'
I

of &.K. Srivestava in O.a. No. 260/91 endAistinguishea

our earlier judgéemt'of Bombay Bench. accordingly, this

|
application is allowed and this—Judcment— SOoFR
Guadl fovrn ffl - g e e -
thezﬁaﬁt:cf Juddment in C.&. No. 260/91.No order as to
; '\

: ' T v.C.



