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OA.415/96 dt.20-11-1996

Judgement

Oral order (per Hon. Mr, H. Rajendra Prasad, Member {A)

Heard Sri D, Subraményam for Sri K.S.R. Anjaneyulu
on behalf of the applicant. '
1. The respondents vide their letter of Respondents3
Direct&r of Accounts (P), Hyderabad, have intimated the
applicant vide letter No.S565/Pay group/SA;II/hD dated
19-2-1996 that the guestion of‘gfant of special pay to him
has been referred to V Pay Commission and that he will be
apprised of the decision in due course,
2. The main grievance of the applicant i85 that even
though he passed the JAO's Examination as far back as in
November,:1979, and was duly promoted on adhoc basis|as

JAQ-in May, 1985, he has not been granted pay of Rs.20.and

Rs, 35, whereas the officials of the Indian Audit and Accounts
Department, who passed Part II Examination, and awaiting pro-
motion as Sectipn officers, have been given such spec¢ial pay.
Moreover, an official junior to the applicant, i.e. Abu
Zaheer Mahaboob Alam,6as per the Appendix-2 of Gradation list
of pPostal Accounts Departments Staff (as on 1-7-1984), has
been extended the benefit of the said pay. This resulted in
an obvipus anomaly and has given rise to a cause of grievance,
Prima-facie the complaint is justified and needs attention.
The decision of the respondents to refer the matter to V Pay
Commission does not seem to be éalled for or justified on

the basis of the facts of the case since the terms for

reference of the said Pay commission do not include &}

ast -
settlement of minorhanomalies in Pay ecales. 1In this &y -
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connection my attention was drawn to d.o. letter No.50/4/94

ecra‘-arv ’

‘dated 17-1-1996 from the v Pay Commission addressed| to the
Secretary ég the Ministry of Information and Broadchksting.
The letter reads as under

"A number of references are being received by
the Fifth Central Pay Commission both from
the Administrative Ministries as well as vari
ous Judicial Authorities in which the under-
lying assumptions seems to be that the Fifth
Central Pay Commission would also go into the
past anomalies with a view to their
rectification from past dates,

It is clarified that the Pay Commission has
no intention of re-opening past cases or in
making any recommendation with respeet to
rectification of past anohalies with
retrospective effect. All our recommendation
with regard to grant of pay scales, allowance
etc., will have prospective effect from our
recommended date only.
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It is, therefore, requested that pastjcases
may kindly be settled by the concerned
Administrative Ministries at their level., The
above restriction on the scope of the Com-
mission's jurisdiction may also be clarified
to the concerned judicial Authorities whenever
such matters come up for hearing."
3. In view of the categorical clarification from| the
Pay Commission itself, it would seem necessary to dlirect
the DAP, to cause the case to be re-examined on merlits and
to have a suitable decision taken in the matter. This may
be done kx within three months. It may be added that the
contents of para-1il.1 of the counter-affidavit do npt
appear'to be satisfactory or acceptable since no inygidious
distinction can be introduced between the old SAS Part-I
Examination, and the JAO Examination, specially wheh a

composite group of all such successful candidates has been

L)

duly reflected in a common category as seen from th

when :

Gradation list,andﬁthe nature of duties performed by them
Skaied do be '

is also identical. This needs to be borne in mind,




. tation dated 24-1-1996 submitted by the applicant

4.  In the result, it is directed that the repn

Annexure-19) be examined on merits and decision ¢
cated wiﬁhin 90 days. A copy of the OA may élso
to Reépondent-B along with the copy of this orden
5. The Qé is disposed of,

o

(H. Rajen Prasad)
Member (Admn.)

Dated : November 20, 96
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