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CENILRA. AuMINISIRATIVE TRIBUNAL

LUCKNOUW BENGH

URIGINAL APPLICAIIUN No. 334 of 1991.

Nagine Singh anc Others Applicants.
versus
Union of India & others Respor dents.

Shri Ke.r.Srivazstava, Counsel for apnlicant.

Shri 2nil Srivastava, Counsel tor Responéents.

Coxams

hon, Mr, Justice U.C, SRAIVASTAVA, VICE CHAIAMAN,
Hon. Mr. K, Obayya, ALMINISIKALIVE MEMBER.

(Hon., Mr, Justice U.C.Srivastave, V.C.)

The a,plicants, wio are 3 in number, employe=sc
of t le Reilways have prayed that a mandamus directing the
respondents tovfit the ap .licants in the grace of g 550~
750(4a8) (ks 1600-2660) w.e.f. 15,5.87 with?onséquent&al

benefits including fixation of arrears and scniority,

be igsued, as shtown in para X¥ of the Railway Board
letcar cont&ined in Annexure No, 1 to the application,
2. The apolicants avpeared in the examination

of the lrattic Apsrentice conducted by tte Railway
wervice Commnission in 1980 inwhich they were declared
successful and thereafter they were placet in thé panel

of Traffic Apprentice and they joinea the Training

5¢choo}l al Chandausi w.,e.f. 13.7.83 and unuerwent 3 years
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I'taining ss reguired under para 123 of the Indiagn

Ral.way Establishment Manual. The applicant NO., 1 was
undsr DeR.M., Lucknow
post=d as Ireffic Insgpector/ in the year 1986, the

goolicant No. 2 was sosted as Agsistant Station Master
at Utraitia andthe aprlicant NO, 3 was postad as
ASgistant Station Master in Sq;ember, 1986 at Malhaur
Statiorn and he is now working 2s SeCtion Control.e

since webruary, 1990 in the grzde of Rz 1400-2300
under D.oJi., Lucknow. &ccording to the apolicants,
teey nave been aprointed before the issuanceof the

=

Railway Bosrd circular daeted 15.5,1987 which .rovided

for fixation ofthe traffic Apprentices recruited
after 15.5.87 in the grace of Ry 550-750( 1600-2660 RPS

The apolicants were not given the benefit of t ha same
and continued in t he grade of &k 1400-23C0 on the ground
that they have been appointed before 15.5.87. In

the Raillway Board order the training period of the newly
recr:ited Iraffic Aporentices nas be:n reduceu from

3 to 2 years ans the applicarts have oeen exemptea

from the new syllatus to be taught te “he new entrants
out they will have toapsoear in the examination to be
conduCted bythe Railway Recruitment BOard and only

therrafcter are to be sent for training. The applicants!
complaindy is against this discrimination amd in this
connection they have placed relignce Joa judunent given

by this Triminal in v.da. No. 152/90(L) Ram Sukh and

oti.ers vse Jnisn 2f India and others decided on 10-5.91

against which S.L.2. was alsocismissed by th= Hon'ble
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supreme Court.

3. I'he respordents r-vz juctifiec their action

to distintaish the/gr:-.€ Jrior to 15.5.87 and after
15.5.87 and hate stated that althouygh the training
oerind has been reducea from 3 to 2 years the Railway
Board has raised the standard of sxamination ang the
recruitment will be in the higher gr:de of & 1600~

2660 instezd of R 1:00-2300, including those who are
undergoing training have also been made eligible to
asear in che departmental competitive examination upto

the age of 50 years bait i~ th: case >f open market
competitive eramination andother cCases the age is 45
years.

4, This matter came wp before this 3ench of &z
Iribunzi, oFf which one of us{Hon'ble V.C.) was a member
and the Bench has taken a view that similar matter
Las besn decided in favour of t he aprlicants by the

Madras Bench of the Central Administrative Tribunal

ancd other Benches also, im pursuance of which a directior

was issued by —“he Railway Board thst forthe prisent,
the saia judgment of Madras Bench of C.A.T In O.A. No.

322/88 and 488/88, is to be implemsnted and the
applicants are coversd by it. In agreeing withthe
Madrgs 3ench of fie Tribunal we took a view that

the penefit of the higher grade of R 550-750/1600-2660

af-er
anted tothe applicants w,e.f, 15.5.87, o/t he
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of completion of their training, whichever is later :
ani the regpondents were directed to comply with the

directions within 3 months. The Railway Afministration

has placed reliance on tne judgmert given by the
Bombay Bench of this Tribunal g€elivered-on 29.8,91
in V.4, No, 920/88'sri Kusimakar K. Bamla vs Union

of Incig and others. In the gaic¢ case the Malras

Bench “uadgment was not brough-t to our notice regarding
which it has besn statec that same has not bewn
implementa¢ and the same was not relied on as it was
found thsat it weos in respect of seniority list.

while deciding Bombay Case we ¢id not take notice of
tie case of Alleahabad Bench of the C.ad, apnd-even
Madras Bench judgment where S.L.P. w2s dismissed,

whereaftaer the Reiiway Board issued circular and

che fact that there are two artificial divisions
and they hLave been divigea into two groups which
cifference was not taken notiCe and accordingly, the
said Bombay judgment has got to be ignorea anc we
adliere to the judgment ¢iven on 10.5.91 in 0.A. No.

152/90 'Fer Sukl: and otlters vs., Union of India, of

C.a.T., Allahabad(Circuit Bench, LuCknow) and
accordingly this applicstion is allowed and the

respondent s are directsd to comply with the directions

given in the abovs J.A.152/90C decided st C.a.T. Allgha-

Lad(Circuls Bench, LucCknow) ané let it be done within
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three months of the communication of the order
which we have already held sitting at CAT, Circuit

Bench LucCknow, NO >rder as to Costs.
Coag—" = - L
AGm, Medber., Vic e Chairman,

LucCknowsDateds ib[k \.\ lo\f{% !



