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Mr. S .Kur11ar • • Coun5el for the applicant 

t.. Hon' ble Mr.· Gopal Krishna, Member (Judicial) 

Hon 1ble Mr. O.P. Sharma, Member (Administrativa) 

FER H.9!~~1:6 ];\£:. ~~£1~L~H[~,__l,!§£~~~-l~t~!:~t 

Applicant Laxman Kumar has filed this application ujs 

19 of th~ .Administr•tive Tribunals Act, 1985, seeking a diraction 

t•) the I'QSpond~nts to fix his salary in the scale Rs. 95Q-1500(RP) 

for the post of Truck Driver and make payment of arrears of 

difference of pay •tnd allowances on the principl-e of equal pay 

for equal work and consider his case for regularis ation on the 

post of Truck Driver and allow all consequantial benefits. 

2. W;) have heard the la arned counse 1 for the applicant and 

.,. have g•:ll'l.:t through the records of the case. 

3. The c•::>ntentiOt'l of the applicant is that he was initially 

appointed as a Truck llriV(!r on 6.5.;62 at RE project in the Kota 

Division Of the ~st.~rn Rail·t~ay. He was gr•mted temporary status 

on 1.1.84. He possessed the driving licence. 't'he applicant is 

pres~ntly at Baran. It is claimed that h~ has b~en allow~d all 

due benefits on the post of Truck Driver as are admissible to a 

temporary Rail way Serv.nt. However • the respondent n·:>. 4 ordered 

his reversion from the post of Truck Driver t·) that of T .s. 
-· 

Khallasi in the scale ~. 750-950 vide order dated 14.5.92 

(Annexure A-1). It is stated by the applicant that h~ has made 

a repres~ntation against his rev~rsion order vide Annexure A -3 

dated nil. Howev,:r, he was rev•=rted froJl the post of Truck 

DriVf.!I' but he claims that he has been p:lrf orming the duties 

as Truck Driver and hll is being paid salary in th•~ seal~ of 

c~~ Rs. 750-950 and not the salary of the post of the Tr1JCk Driver 
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in the scale Bs. 950-1500. It is pertinent to note that the 

applicant has not produced any appointment order/letter, 
' 

apprlinting him as a Truck Driver in the scale Rs. 950-1500. 

The impunged order was passed on 14.5;.92. A representation 

against the s~ne was made vide Annexur~ A-3 dat~d nil. The 

grounds for condonation of delay stated in the MA no. 492/94 

are n·:>t sustainable as the dalay has n•Jt b·~en explained 

c•:>nvincingly. The delay iS sought to be cond•lned for th·~ reason 

that the applicant was ordared to b·~ reverted to ·the post of 

1r.s; Khallasi frcut that of Truck Driver w.e.f. 14;5.92 and 

that he was C•:mtinu•:!d to be employ~d as a Driver in spite of 

the fact that his pay WiS reduced and he was placed in the 

scalaRs. 750-950. He has illS•::. claimed payment of Siliry on 

the principle of equil pay for equal work and it is stated by 

the appliciint that this reason itself C·:>nstitutes sufficiant 

ground for condonation of delay, if any. The grievince of the 

petitioner ilrose on 14.5.92, when he was d~nied the regular 

pay of TS Truck Drivar and was placed in the pay scale of a 

Khallasi. The pres~nt application was filed by tha applicant 

on 4.8.94 aft~r a lapse of more than 2 years. Even if the 

representation ilgainst the impunged camnunicatica was made by 

the applicant in June, 1992 as cliimed by the couns·~l for the 

applic~nt, the present application was filed bey~nd 18 months 

of the making of tha rapres~ntation. 

4. In these circunstilnces, this application is not 

maintaintibla as beinr;J barred by limit•tion. It is, tharefore, 
' A 

dismissed at the admission stage• The MA for condonation of 
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Cr~~t.N 
( OOPAL KR!SHNA) 

MEMBi!R(J) 


