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CENIRAL ADMINISIRATIVE TRIBUMAL
LUCKRNOW BENCH
LUCRNOW

O.A. No. 3 of 1992,

S.A. Hussain & another ' Applicants.

versus

1.Union of India through the Secretary
to Government, Ministry of Railways,
New Delhi.

2.2allway Board through the General
Marager, Northern Railway, New Delhi,

.‘l/ .

3. Divisioral Railway Marnaler,
Northern Railway, Eazratganj,
Lucknow, ' .

Hon.Mr.S8.N.Prasad, Member Juciciagl,

T'he applicants havé approached this Tribunal
under sectiﬁn 19 of the A&ministrativs Tribunals Act,
1985 witr the prayer, i~teralis, for quashing the
order dater 23.12.91 contained in Annexure No. 1
whereby the applicants are being dirscted to attend
P-12 promotional courss commencing from 1.1.1992 to

6.2.,1992 at Zornal Training Schosl Chiandausi and also
v

taking it as a pre-requisité promotional course

Comcition for the purpose of making the appointmen

of the Applicants as Enquiry-cum-ReservationClerk,

in the scale of pay of & 1200-2040. and for directing
;

the respondents to allow scale of Enguiry -cum

Rezervation Clerk fromthe date of joiningfposting

)]

Of the applicents,
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2, Briefly stated, the fzcts of thig case, irteralis,
are that the anslicant No. 1 waes @uly selected by

the Railway Service Mommissionm on the post of Coachirg

Clerk in thepay scale of pay ks 260-430, row revised

R 975-1540 and on the basis Of Ris selection he was

appointed as a Coaching Clerk om 4.5.1983 aand on the
same day he joined by tendering his joiming report.

The agpplicant No.l joined as Eaquiry -~cum-Reservation

Clerk at Charbagh Northern Railway Statiom,Luckrow

andsince then he is continuimg tchold the post

-

of Enquiry=-cum Reservation Clerk at Charbatgh Northern
land ~~
e, 2
Railwzy Station, Lucknow. The apolicamt was also
. ; 7
duly selected by the Railway Service Commisssion and

om 1.6.1983 he was posted as Coaching Clerk in New Delhin

Northera Railway Statiom. On. 27.4.1985,1&fler ..
allotment of the Division the applicant No., 2 was
postel as Enguiry-cum-Reservation Clerk from New
Delhi to Luckrow Divisiom where ke has beea posted as

Eaquiry-cum Recervation Clerk on 27.4.1985 at Charbagh

Northern Railway Station ard since then he is contiruirg

on that post, till mow, It has further been stéted

that the respondents have been

NS, N T . ’ .
recpondénte-fiave en taking the work from the applicaats

as Officiating Enquiry-cum-Reservation Clerk since

4.5.1983 and 27.4.1985 respectively, amd as such the

applicents have rerderz<¢ the services of Enquiry/

Regervation Clerk since the aforesaid dates regpectively
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and they are entitled totheir basic pay fixed in
the pay scale of R 330-560 (mow revised to ks 1200-
2040) and as per Railway Board's order, the

persons kolding official post for more than 3 years

. r~
are entitled to be paid ﬁm&ﬁg scale of pay of ks 330~
560(now revised to R 1200-2040,(vide An-exure-2 to

the gpplication).

3. The main grievanmce of the applicants appears to

be that S/Shri Shashi Shekhar, Shabbir Hussain,

/

- Abdul Azimand others who were also officiating on
. f ‘
the said posts, and who had also worked for three

years, they have been given the benefit of the

aforesaid dirsctions cortaired in Railway Board's

letter referrsd toabove but the applicants have been
/- ¢ ' '
deptived. of the same; in as much as theyhave been

bocked to attend P-12 promotional courses as specified
in Andexure-1 and as such there has been violation

Oof provisions contained under Article 14 and 16 of

the Comstitution of India, and hence the applicants

have approached this Tribunal,

3. I have heard the learned counsel for the applicant

ané perused the papers. The learned counsel for

- the applicant while adverting tothe directions of the
ERBE 3 do o s s oy g D oyde &

Railway Board contained intheir letter dated 5.7.83

(;Vide‘Amnaxure mg)has argued that though the other

employees namely Shri Shaski Shekhar, Shabbir Hussain

Abdul Azim and othcrs whose names hiave been specified

[a
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and cetailed iﬂ'parav4(k) of tle applicatiOm,h@vé

besn given the beiefit of tle direcktions of the
‘ I

Rallmay Board as nefﬁrreu toabove it the applicants

X have been discriminated and/have not been.é&vem
. U
parityeaad_identical benefits as-that.of aforesaid
S/Shrishasﬁi Shekhar,Shabbir Hussain amd others and has
urged that the main grievance of tbe applicants

A

would be substantially rédresseo.lfthe respondent

No. 3 is directed to decide the reoresentation of

the qppllcanTs dated 24.12. 91(Aﬁw’yure ~4) which !
z & |
RO’ _ v .
stil 1/{ peen: decided end which is still pending with

the Do.R.M,. ,Northern Railway, Luckaow.

4., A perusal of record reveals thet the representation

ofthe alelCaﬂtS dsted 24.12.91(Anrexure 4) 1s still
o . .
!
! lying undecided withthe DéReMe and I fird, keeping iz
: | ( .
) view the facts and circumstances of the case and all

aspects of the matter that a direction toO the

respondent:No. 3 would meet the’ ends of justice;

and thus in this view of the matter, I find it expedient |
- ;

that the D.RM., N,Rallway, Lucknow, respondent No. 3 be

directe-d to decide the representatior of the epplicants
P

gated 24.}9.91 (Amnexure 4) in accordance with law

Qs

keeping in view the extant, rules, regulatioms an

-

orders of theRalluey Board in this regard,withim a
égﬁﬁazmald*JLV

period of two mOﬂ_Lh from the date of re 3

N

ceipt of a copy
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of this order,and I .order accordingly.
/

5. The gpplication of the applicent is disposed of

as above at admissionr stace.No Order as to Cosis,

_,Q¢ '4;77__
» Memper Judicial.
LucknowsDated: 29.4 .92,





