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IN THE CENTP.Z\L .'1\DMINISTPATIVE TF:IEUW\L, ._TAIPUF: EEI1CI-I, JAIPUR. 

***· 

1. OA 665/94 

Workshop), Weztern P3ilway, Ajmer. 

• •• Applicant 

Versus 

1. Union of Indi3 thr0ugh General Manager, W~stern 

P3ilw3y, Churchgate, Mumbai~ 

2. •)ffi.:::er vvestern 

Railway, Ajmer. 

. ~ . 
2 • OA 666/94 

R.K.D.B3ijal, Murli D .Manch:=tndia and B.IJ.Purohit, all 

Railway, Jl.jmer. 

• •. Applicants 

Versus 

1. Union of India through General Mana~er, Weatern 

R3ilway, Churchgate, Mumbai. 

2. Sr. Pers·:·nr~<:::l (,ff i.::.:::r 
I 

Railway, Ajmer. 

. .• Respondents 

CORAM: 

HON'BLE MF.S.~.AGAPWAL, JUDICIAL MEMBER 

HON I BLE MF. .lL p. IJA,:;F?.TI-I I A[,MilJI3TRATIVE MEMBER 

For the Applic3ntz Mr.P.V.Calla 

Mr.R.G.Gupta and Mr.S.S.Ha~an 

0 R D E R 

PEP I-Iotl'BLE MF.A.P.lJA,:;F:ATH, l\DMINISTF..!-\TTVE MEMBER 
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The grievan0::•2 of the applican·ts in t .. :,th these OAs 

ari~es ou·t of a similar cause of action and the relief 

sought for by them is the same. Therefore, these OAs are 

being decid•3d br this ·-==·=·mmon order. 

2. The applicant.:; h3.V•::! m.::,de a pr3f•3r ~if~ ·that their pay 

as Head Cler}: sh.-:.uld be pr.:,tec·ted with r·~spect t0 their 

juniors frc.m the date the juniore wer.~ promoted as Head 

Clerk. 

1. From the facts of the2e cases we find that the 

controversy involved is no more res integra and the 

principle has been decided by Hon 1 ble the 3upreme Court in 

the C3Se pf! Univr! of India v. p .Ja-;rdish & •Jrs. I ·1997. sec 

( L&S) 701. Similar i2.sue came up bef·:·re ·this Tribunal in OA 

197/94, which was decided on 15.~.2001 by following the law . 
laid down in P.Jagdish 1 s case. 

4. ln brief, the matter relatr=s to tb·=: claim of staff 

• without having the opportunity of holding such of the posts 

of Senior Clerks t.~ ;;vhich special p::ty .,:,f Rs. 35/- p.m. (later 

revised to Rs.70i-) was attached. While their juniors were 

promoted as Head Clerks after holding such of the posts of 

P. Jagdieh 1 s .::ase it. was h·~ld by Hon 1 ble ·the Supre:m..;:: Cour·t 

that the r..;::spc·ndents ( th·=: Head •:l·=rJ:.3 .::laiming the steppin<::J 

up of p3y) were entitled to stepping up of their pay to a 

figure equal t.:. ·the figure of their Juniors from ·the date 

such juniors were pr0moted 3E HeaJ Clerk and sot their pay 
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fixed at a slab higher than the respondents. 

5. In the light of this principle e2t3bliahed, we are of 

·thr~ vi.~w that thr::: applicanl:a in these twc• OA:: sh•:)Uld b~ 

all·:.w.sd steppir,g up .:•f their pay as I-Ie~d ClerJ:a ~tt p~Lr with 

th·~ir jur.i..:.rs from the dat<~s the juniors wer•::: pr.:.m.-)t.:::d a.s 

H·~~d Cler}:s. 

6. Consequently, we allow th~se OAs and direct the 

resp.:.nd·~r.-t2 -t.:. step up the p3.y of the appli·::an·ts ·=·n ·the 

p.:•st .:.f Head Clerk wi·th effect from the dai:e·= fr·:·m whi.::h 

~t3rted drswing pay higher than 

applicanta ehall be entitled to 311 

resulting out of this stepping up. 

date of thia order. No costs. 

~. '-~~ 
(A. P. nA.:;RA:fH) 
MEMBER (A) 

the applicants. The 

conaequenti~l benefits 

Thi2 e~erciee ahall be 

( S • I~. AGAR HAL) 

MEMBER (J) 


