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OA 2/96
Hiro Harjani s/z Late Shri J.S. Harjani r v 26, Sindhi 2:lany, Bani Fark,
Jaipur.
... Applicant
Versus
1. Union of India through Secretary, Miniztry of Commanicaticns, llew
Delhi.
2. Dirsctcr General Teleccmminications, Telecom Commisszion,  Sanchar
Bhawan, New Delhi.
3. Chief Manager Telecommunication, Rajasthan Circle, Jaipur.
« e« Respondents
CORAM:
HON'ELE MR.S.V.AGARWAL, JUDICIAL MEMEER

HOMN'ELE MR.SOFAL SIlWGH, ADMINIZTRATIVE MEMEER

For the applicant eee Mr.3.K.Jain
For the respondents eee Mr.M.,Rarfiqg
ORDER

PER HOMN'ELE MR.S.U.ASARWAL, JUUDICIAL MEMEER

In this 2 filed u/s 19 of the Administrative Trikonals Act, 1285,
the relief smught by the applicant is to direct the respondents to extend
the banefit of the judgement (Annexure A '5) and other =zuch judjemznts to

the aprlicant beiny similarly placed person from the date his junior
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enjoyved oh being rejular in TTS Group~B and to f£ix up the pay of the
applicant at par with Shri E.Singh, who i3 admittedly junior to the

applicant and drawiny higher ray.

2. On peruzal of the averments made in this ©O4, the main controversy

involved in this case iz that the applicani iz admittedly senicr to Shri




BP.Zingh Lut he is getting less pgay than hie Jjunicr. Therefore, the

Capplicant seeka stepping up at par wikth Shri B.Singh.

2. PReply was filed Ly the respondents. In the reply it is stated that
Shri EBE.Zinjgh was allowed to sfficiate in TTE Group-B w.e.f. 27.5.79 till
July, 1924, Therefore} Shri B.fingh was given increments during the
rerisd and on regular gromotioﬁ applicant'es pay waz fized leas than the

ray <f Ehri B.Singh, vh: was admittedly junicr to the applicant.

4. Heard the learned counsel for the parties and alss perused the whole

record.

Y« In Unicn <f India and Others v. M.Suryanarayana Rao, Civil Apgpeal

N2.2752,/92, dezided cn 7.2.28, Hon'ble the Supreme Court held that junicr
getting higjhetr ray due to ad hoe promoction do nok entitle senicr to claim
stepping np. Hon'kle the Supreme Court while considering the judjement of

nicn of India v. RE.Swaminathan and <chers, 1997 (7) 322 &30, held that if

junicr is getting higher pay due to earlier promotion on ad hoo hasis,
rules do not distinguish between ad hoo or regular promoticn. Hence the

gennir i3 not entitled ko stepping up at par with his junior.

f.  In view of the settled lejal position and facts and ciroumstances of
this case, we are of the oongidered opinion thakt the applicant is not

entitled to the relief sought for and this 03 Jdevoid of any merit is

liakle to be dismissed.

7. We, therefore, dismizs this OA having no merits. o crder as £o

costs.
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