IN THE CENTFAL ADMINIZTFATIVE TI-".IE:UIIAL,JAIPUF_ EENICH, JAIFUR.

* Kk k.

Date of Decisicon:  Uslw (oo
1. QA 665/94
cmE.M.M.Wales, Chief Clerk, PBudged Sectioh; under CWM (Loco
Workshop), Weztern Railway, Ajmer. | |
| | .;, Applican£
Versus
l; Unioﬁ of India through General 'Manager, Weztern

Pailway, Churchgate, Mumbai.

2. - Sr.Personnel officer (Looo Workzahop), Wezstern

- Railway, Ajmer.
«s+ Reapondents

2. OA 6066,/94

)

R.K.D.Baijal, Murli D.Manchandia and B.N.Furchit, all

worling az Chisf Clerl undsr CWM (Laae Workshops); Western

"Railway, Ajmer.

... Applicants
Vérsus. |
1. | Union of India throngh Genefal Manager, Western
Railway, Churchgate,'Mumbai.

2. Sr.Personnel Officer (Lo Workahops), Western

<.

Railway, Ajmer.
i.., Respondents
CORAM:
HON'ELE MP.S.K.AGARWAL, JUDICIAL MEMBER

HON'BLE MR.A.P,UAGFATH, ADMINUISTRATIVE MEMBER

"For the Applicants ees Mr.P.V.Calla

For Rezpondents eee Mr.R.3.3upta and Mr.S.5.Hazan
‘OR D ER

PER HOMI'BLE MR.A.P.ITASFATH, ADMINISTRATIVE MEMEER




.

-2~
The grievance of the applicants in hoth these 0OAs

arices out of a similar cause of action and the relief

i)

ought f£or by them is the sSame. Therefore, thsse UAs are

i
L}

being decided by thiz common order.

2. The applicants have made a praysr B that their pay
as Head <Clerk should he protected with respact to their
juniors from the date the 'juniors wera promoted az Head

Clerk.

3. From the facts of these caszez we find that the

controversy involved is no more res inkegra  and the
principle has keen Jdecided by Hon'ble'the Supreme Court in
the cése of Union of India v. P.Jagdish & oOrs., 199Z SCC

(L&S) 701. Egimilar issne came up Je'ore'thig Tribunél in OA
197794, which was decided on lS.Q.ZDdl byiféllowing the law

laid down in P.Jagdish's case.

tes to the olaim of staff

4. In brief,.the matter rela
in the clerical cadre who ware promoted 32 Head Clerks
without having the opportunity of holding snch of the rposts
of Senior Clerks to which special pay of Rs.35,- me{ (later
revized to Rs.707-) waz attached.  While their juniors Were°
promoted as Head <Clerks after holding such of the pésts-of
Senior larkz to which the special pay waz attached. In
P.Jagdigh's case itbwas held by Hon'hle the Supreme Court
thaﬁ the respondentz (thse Head Clefks claiming the'stepping
up of pay) were enfitledvto stepping up <f their pay to a

figure equal t2 the figure of their juniors from the date

(1)

- such junicrs wers promokbed ag Heald Clerk and ygot their pay

2
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fixed at a slah higher than the respondents.
5. In the light of this principlevcs tabhlizhed, wa are of
the view that the applicants in thes two DAz ghould he

allowsd astepping up of their pay as Head Clerkz st par with
their Jjunicors from the dates the juniors were promoted a3

© Hesd Clclh“.

Congequently, we allow these OAs and direct the

[2)}
.

reapondents Lo step up the pay of the -applicants on the

Eost'&f Head Clerk with effect from the dates from which

their respective Jjnnicors were promoted as Head Clerks and

started dréwing pay higher than the applicantz. The

apallc=ﬁts ghall ke entitled tn 2ll conseguential ﬁenefits

resulting cut of this stepping up. This exercize zhall be
3

comapleted by the respondents within three months, from the

Aate of this crd=r. No costs.

(A.P.NASRATH) ‘ /(g .E.AGARWAL)
MEMEEER (A) . : MEMBER (J)

/__’___,,___,



