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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL LUCKNOW BENCH LUCKNOW

original Application No.| 167 of 1992

K.K. Bhatia & 13 others

. [} . . . L] L

Versus A

Union of Indi& & 3 others ;

e ¢+ ¢ + 4 o « o« « o« Respondents

Hon'ble Mr. S.N,  Prasad, Merber (J)
]
I

The applicants ha¥approached this tribunal

\

under section 19 of the Administragive Tribunals Act,
i

1985 with the prayer for directing thp reapondents to

fix the pay of the applicants for the post stock Verifier
* R1y, PFundamental - e
according to/Rule 2018-B(F.R. 27-6)Hta the pay scale of

Rs. 1400-2600/- with re'trospectiveqeffect, after quashinc

!
the impugned order dated 14.11. 1991(Annexure-1) passed

by the respondent no. 3 whereby the;reoresentation of the

!
applicants tas been rejected. l

2. Succinctly, the factec of th1° case interalis,

are that the &pplicants are the inCﬁmbent: of the Railway

Department rendering their performaﬁce in Accounts Branch
in which ocut of these applicants,feQEhcve bean retired

3

and the main grievances of the appli%ants are to the

effect that their pay h&s not been Eixed according to
q

above rules, OCut of all these appligants, the applicant

|
No. 1,2,5 & 14 were appointed on theupost of Clerk Grace
i
I in the pay-scale of Rs. 130-300 and remaining other

applicants were initially entered 1n“the service of the
clerk
respondents as /fGrade-I1 in the Day-scale of Re. 60-120/-.
™~ have been laid down”~
Criteria for promidtion to the higher rank from Clerk

uetly ov the post of
BBst of cub-head has~

Sub Head, As time to time/been abolished amd some time

Grade-II to Clerk-I and cubse
e

it was designated as selection Grade post and &t pre=ent

is being called as Accounts Assistdnt; Other posts
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having higher responsibilitiej are the post of Stock

Verifier and 100% vacanciecs og'the post of Stock
Verifiers are heing fulfilled“amongst the Sub Heads/
Selection grade Clerks/&ccoungs Assistants. Prior to
the report of 1st gfntral PayEFommission, the Stock
Verifier was allowedfhigher pa&-scale than that of
Sub Heads., This position remﬁlnedcﬁﬁfo the reoort of

the 3rd Pay-commission and thg pagqof the Stock Verifier

was declardd higher than that of the Sub Heads. As

~—

in view of the admitted pocition, the Stock Verifierd

are shouldering higher responsgbilitles in comparison to

Sub Peads/Accounts Assistants.j Butkas per report of the
4th Pay-commission the pay scahe of Sub-Heads and Stock
Verifier has been fixed @ Rs. h400—2600/L w.e.f, 1.1.86
and the persons like the applicants who have been perform-
ing the job having higbgr resp@nsib%}ﬁ%ia:dyas been

!
hit-hard due to aqqa@ization o';f the p2y of the Sub Heads

l
and Stock Verifier, out of thece aDpllCdnt :» the applicant

No. 8 and 12 have already baenlretired after attaining the

\i

ag= cf superannuatiocn and have heen deprived of the
|
benefits of fixation of pay which have adversely affected

their rencion as well. Th:z @bova applicants were promoted

H
on the post of Stock Verifier ?n 2.7.87;27.9.87,4.12.86;

27.11.86;July,87,20.9.89,Decemper,86;14.4.88;1.11.96

\
25.9.90,25,5.90,25,11.86,Feb, 1986 and 11.11,1990

i
respectively. 1t has further ?een stated trat Railway

Mondamantal Rule 2018-B( of Inﬁian Railway) ( F.Rule 22-C)

~ |

clearly la&? down the mode 3and manner in which the fixation
of pay should be made; but dqul+e repeated regquest ond
representation,nothing has be°n Jdene in this regard and

*rejected 2
ultimately the joint repreqantatiaw of th=z applicants wi;\x

pa—
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|

vide impugned order dated 14.11.1991(Annexure-1). Hence
o~ ~ |

the applicant, have aporoached this t: ibunal for the

reliefs as indicated above..
I

/
I have heard the gearned counsel for the

3,
it
and have thoroughly gone through the records

applicants
of the case, J
This is notewort?y that despite ample time

4.
and opportunity having begh afforded to the respondents,

no counter-affidavit has ﬂeen filed bv the respondents:
hence the case "as proceeéed ex-parte against the
respondents., f

This is signifiéant to point that a perusal

5.
of the letter dated 14. 11 1991 ?_pexure 1 to the

application which was written’gﬂ'the SedeDuW,.,N.R3ilway
Alambagh Lucknow( who 1@ the respondent no.

case) é% the F A, & C.A, D /Admn.N.Railway Baroda House ,

LL\M‘;\ /‘-v/\r-é-bli LT\& «é\ \«t ~
New Delhi is not & reasoned and speaking one and the

4 in this

same is reproduced belo@ t-
"The joint rebresentationd dated 21.9.1991 of

i
Stock Verifieés received under your letter
cited above ﬂaq been considered by this office

& found thatino new point has been raised by

the <tock VeLifiers in their representation,
Hence you are requested to get the instruction

contained 1n Rly.Board's letter No. PC-IV/91/
3/1 dated B/5.1961 circulated under this

i
office latter of even number dated 10.7.91
noted by th5m and an acknowledgement to this
effect may be sent to this office at an early
date. f

I
It is worth while making mention of this

6.
~a petaal s ™

fact that the Cenlorfnccounts offjtar(ﬂ)w. Railway,
~ dokd27.2 4,

Alambagh, Luckrow zi@e-ﬁ%s letter Annexure -6 which was
/\
addressed to the F. ﬁ & C.A. O;Q N. Rallwa%’Baroul Eouse,

I

New Delhi( who is r;spondent no., 3 in this case) shows

f \
J CZ//”" Contd.,4/;

'
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that in his above letter %%nexure-G/Senior Accounts
Offlcer(y}N. Railway ,Alafbagh,Lucknow ramarked as
f

follows :-
I
"In view of the/fact that the nost of Stock
Verifiers involves cssumptlon of higher duties

and responaibllitiec than those attached to

the post of Sub-head in terms of F.A.&C.A.Q/
Adm, letter NJ. 75/Adm/B-3/SV/Fixation dated
21.6.,1982, thﬂjflxation under rule 2018-BFR-
22(C)RII in the event of promotion from the
post of sub-head to that of Stock Verifier as
represented for seems to be admissible and
justified. Further more the Board has also
clarified vide his letter No. PC-IV/86/1 I11/2/

42 dated 29.5 1988, that where the ¢sca1es
of pay are ;dentical before and after the

promotion, f{xation in terms of Rule FR-22(C)
is admiqsible. The scale of pay of both

gategories 1= (1400-2600) ."

Thus, a perusal of Annexure-6 to the

7.
application as referred to above,chows that the Senior

Accounts Officer (W)N Railway Alambagh,Lucknow)'s view

’L/}M
was affirmstive to the joint repreeentatlon of the
~ Admna -

N .
F.A&CA.0,,N.Rallway Baroda,

applicants, But, the . Al
! ~

House ,New Delhi by his impugned letter dated 14.11.1991

(Annexure-1 to th.JappllcdtiOn) found that no new
My the Stock Verifiers in their

A./

|
point has been raised
~any fo
representatior," bﬁ§ did not assigne? any reason and
A“F:A'4C 40

also did not make:mentlon or reference of the

ﬂ%ﬂﬂmn ’
Besséﬁs letter JnL 75/Adm. /B—3/54/f1xatlon dated

’I
5/ //2/

21.6.1982 and Railway Boards letter No. P.C.IV/8

42 dated 20.9.1988.
j
Thus, after considering the entire material

8.
Q‘f
on record and kqeping in view the circumstances >f the

|
i

case, I find th%t the above letter dated 14.11.1991(

(Annexure-1) of/the P.A., & C.A,0, Barcda 4House, New
I 14
; @tdo- ‘5-',—

J

! 2
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Lucknow Dated: 12.1,1993.
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Delhi(who is respohdent no. 3) is not a reascned

and speaking one a%d @s such I find it expedient that

i
the ends of justicé would be met if the F.A.&C.A.0/
[
Admn.N. Railway,Baqua House

.New Delhi(who is respondens
No,.

3 in this case)%is directed to re-consider the
i

joint representatioﬁ of the applicsnts(Annexure-7),
i

i
which was enclosed ﬁnd forwarded to him by the

Senior Accounts Offfcer(de,Railway Alambagh,Lucknow)

ll

alongwith his letter dated 27.2.1991 (Annexure-¢6 +o the

application) keepirg in view the remarks of the
|

Senior Aczourts Officer(WlN,Railway Alambagh,Lucknow

\ ,
a8s contained in Anneﬁure-6,by reasoned and speaking

|

order and in accordance with extant rules and regula-
ﬂ

tione and orders of the Railway Board's in this

|
regard and to give the benefits to the applicants
4
for which they are found entitled, within @ period of
w
n
3 months from the date of receipt of the copy of this

judgement ; and I orde? accordingly.

o. The application of the applicant is disposed

of as above. No order.as to costs.

i . Me mber(J) .
L /Q,J/é g7

(RKA ) l



