
IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL HYDERABAD BENCH HYDERABAD 

O.A.NO. 206 of 194. 

Between 	 Dated: 21.4.1995. 

M.Narayana Swamy 	 ... 	 Applicant 

-- 	 And 

Union of India Represented by: 

General Manager, S.C.Railway, Secunderabad. 

Chief Personnel Officer, S.C.Railway, Secunderabad. 

FA&CAD, S.C.Railway, Secunderabad. 

4 	Divisional Railway Manager, (MG), S.C.Railway, Hydgrabad Divi- 
sion, Secunderabad. 

5 	Sr. Personnel Orricer(riG), S.C.Railway, Ryderabad Division, 
Secunderabad. 

6. Sr.: ONE(G), Hyderabad Division, S.C.Railway, Secunderabad. 

Locci Foreman, Loco Shed, S.C.Raiiway, Lallaguda, Secunderabad 

Respondents 

Counsel for the Applicant 	: Sri. Ii.C.Piflai 

Counsel for the Respondents 	:Sri. N.V.Ramana, SC for Rlys 

C OR AN : 

Hon'ble Fir. A.B.Gorthi, Administrative Member 

Contd: . . .2/- 
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O.A. 206/94. 	 Ot. of Decision : 24-04-95. 

ORDER 

I As per Hon'ble Shri A.S. Gorthi, Member (Aden.) 

The claim of the applicant is for a direction to 

the respondents to pay penaibnary benefits under pare No.501 

of the Pension fqanual allowing 	of the basic pay as rUflfliflQ 

allowance forming part of the applicants emoluments. 

The applicant joins the Railways as Shed Khàlaai 

on 01-06-1955. He was promoted as  Fireman '8'9  later as  Shunter 

'8' and finally to the post of Oriver 'C' in the scala of Re. 

330-560 on 13-09-1975. He was medically declared  unfit for 

A-I category but was found fit for 8-I medical category in 1982, 

consequently he was given the alternative appointment on 13-04-83  

as Shedman in the Loco Shed, which carried the same scale of pay 
till 

as that of Driver 'C'. Hekp'>worked in that capacityLhe reached 

age of superannuation and retire4 	on 31-10-1992. 

Shri M.C. Pillsi, learned counsl for the applicant 

has contended that the applicant having worked in the running 

cadre for about two decades should be eligible for the benefit 

of adding running allowance to his pay at \thi time of his 

5tiremont for the purpose of cticulating his pensionary benefits. 

In .Øpjort  of his contention he placed reliancen pare 907(V111) 
(at4j' 

and 2612 of the Indian Railway Establishment Manual (SecondEdition) 

and judgement of the Supreme Court in Anand Bihari us. Rajasthan 
State Road Transport Corporation, Jaipur (AIR 1991 SC iooa). 

The rePOfld8flt5 in their reply affidavit haeitited 

that the question of payment - or running allowance to the applicant 

sould not arise from the date he was absorbed as Shedman which is 

a non running post. The applicant worked as a Shedman from 1982 

till the date of his retirement and accordingly he was paid the 
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pay and allowance due to the post of Shedman only&  Is he was 

not paid running allowance during the time that he was .:5SV.tYQ 

as a Shed-men 	he question of granting him ruflfllflQ allowance 
'1- 

far the purpose of calculation of i r-ra his pension would 

not arise. In otherwords the contention of the respondents is 

that the applicant was not entitled to running allowance while 

working in the post of Shedman and as such the question of 
ci 

qranting the some either as a part of his PaY?or  the purpose 

of pension would not arise. Para 907 (viii) of the IREPI (Old 

Edition) Reeds as under: 

"Non-running starf such as engine cleaners and 

khalasis qualified for running duties, when travelling 

as passengers before and after relieving running staff 

La., second riremn on road or when kept waiting in 3hed 

to work a train  as second firemen in emergencies should 

be paid the pay and allowances as admissible for running 

staf'&" 

The above rule is to the effect  that  certain categories of flOfl 

runusu, 	, 	 - 
--- hamra_aflafler 

plkeving running staff should be paid the pay and allowance 

as admissible for running staff. In this regard  the contention 

of the applicant is that though he was given the post of Shedman 
to 

he was often order edb perfotunflingdUt>61 e reSPOfldOntS categ0t 
Ij 

cally defliedthis contention. The ractØ also rejt9 that the 

applicant ,at the relevant time)did not claim any running al1owace 

Accordingly we rSflflOt accept the contention that the applicant hai 

become entitled to  running  allowance in terms of para 907 (viII) 

of Indian Railway Establishmmt ManuaL, 

S. 	As regards the contention of the applicant's counsel 

that under para 2612 of the Indian Railway Establishment Flanual 

(Old Edition) the applicant1on being absorbed in the alternative 

post )uill have the benefit of his past service treated as contin 



~~l 

-4- 

is correct. '-:pna 26J2 of the IREN Reads as under:—
p 

"A railway servant absorbed in an alternative 

post will, for all purposes, have his past Service 

is treated as continuous with that in the alternative 

post and will, if a pre-31 railway servant who has 

elected to remain on the pre—al stales of pay, continue 

to remain eligible for such scales. He will also 

continue to be governed by the conditions of service 

applicable to him before he was declared medically 

unfit". 

The above pare is an authority to show that the service 

rendered in the previous post w1ld essefor all purposes 

and that he ums_ continued to be governed by the conditions 

of service applicable to him before he was declared medically 

unfitu The conditions of service referred to therein ariithe) 

General conditions of service and not those specific to the 

previous post häld by the employee. It goes without saying 

that an employee absorbed in an alternative post will have 

to be governed by the conditions applicable to that post and 

accotdingly his pay and allowances etc.g would be governed 

as related to alternative post and not to the post previously 

held by him. 

6. 	In Anand Bihari Vs, Rajasthan State Road Transport. 
holding of 

Corporation (Supra) the appellant wasLthe pcstrivenUe was 

given alternative employment as a Helper from August 1985 

since he dGveloped !flkye_SightU1erSaPtet he was retired 

from service on 27th April 1988. In these circumstances the 

Suprem Court held that the appellant would be entitled to 

his retirement benefits as a Driver LfbMthedatepf5%ir::; 

mplaymant as a Helper. In the case before rne)the applicant 

was absorbed as a Shedman in the year 1983 on being medically 
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re-categorised from A.-1 to 8-I. He accepted the alternative 

post and worked without any protest till 1992 when he retired 

tram se'vica. The claim of the applicant is not for grant 

of pension from the date of his appointment as a Shedinan 

but for giving him the benefit of addition of running 

allowance to his pay and allouarrces for the purpose of 

givin him a higher quantum of pension. 

7. 	There can be no dispute that the applicant should 

have become entitled to claim running allowance before the 

questIon of sâ'tbe rivision of his pension. From the 

facts pesented in the CA ) there is nothing to subètantiate 

that the applicant while working as a Shedman, which post 

running allowance. Factually also the applicant was not 
ksL-et-- Ji- jA4,. 	' 

paid ruflfliflQ allowance in 	tIM. 1982 to 1992. Moreover, 

the applicant made no claim for suchrunning allowance at 

appropriate time. In view of thØs undisputed facts  of 

the case3T  find no merit in this CA and the same is hereby 

dismissed. Na order as to costs. 

k.Gor 
Plember(Admn.) 

Dated : The24th  April 1995. 
(Dictated in Open Court) 
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