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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBqNAL, JAIPUR BENCH, JAIPUR. 

O;.A .No.149/96 Date of order: 2...-<g}-9)/j 
B.vara Prasad, S/o .Ramarao R/o 105/106, Chhatarpati 

f-'iarg, l~~'.ansarover, Jaipur, working as Senior Accounts 

Officer, 0/0 the Divisional Engineer, Circle Telecom 

Stores Depot, Jaipllr. 

• •. Applicant. 

vs. 

1. union of InJ ia throllgh the secretary to the Govt. of 

' India, Deptt. of Telecommunications, Sanchar Bhawan, 

Nevv Delhi. 

2. Director General, Deptt. of Telecomm:.1nicat ions, San char 

Bhavan, Sansad r-1arg, New Delhi. 

3. Chief Gene~al l"2anager Telecomm~mications, Rajasthan 

Telecom Circle, Jaipur. 

4 • Chief General l''lana<;:~er Telecommunications, Gujarat 

Telecom Circle, Ahmedabad. 

5 • J .N .!,iishra, Accounts Officer, ·ojo chief General f-'1anager 

Telecorrmunications, Gujarat Telecom. Circle, Ahmedabad • 

-~~.K.L.Thawani- counsel for applicant 

!v'.Jr .v .s .Gurj ar. - counsel for respondents. 

CORAr-'1: ----

• • -Respondents . 

Hon 1ble Mr.s .K.Agarwal, Judicial !"'.ember 

Hon 1ble rt.x .N .P .Nawani, Administrative IV:ember. 

PER HON 'BLE JYJR .S .K .AGARWAL, JUDICIAL l·'JENBER. 

In this Original Application, the applicant mar--es a 

prayer to quash the order at Annx .Al and to direct the resp­

ondents to step-up the pay of the applicant at par with his 

junior Shri J.N.I•lishra, w.e.f. 16.6.1989. 

2. In brief the facts of th~ case as stated by the a:;:>pli-

cant are that he is working as Accounts Officer in the Office 

of the General !Viinager, Raj as than Telecom Circle, Jaipur. It 

is stated by the applicant that Shri J .N .Mishra, ,.,.1ho is junior 

to the applicant \.1as given promotion as .l~ccounts Officer on 

reg'-Ilar bas is and the pay of Shri J .N .Mishra was fixed much 

higher than the applicant v-.1 .e .f. 16 .6 .89. 1f7hen the applicant 

has given to knov1 about this fact in October 1995, he made a 

representation to the Chief General Manager, Rajasthan Telecom 

Circle, Jaipur, on 7 .12 .95 but the same v-1as rejected vide 

letter dated 31.1.96. It is stated that by virtue of fortui­

tous ad hoc promotion Shri J .N .Mishra, who is junior to the 

applicant \vas t;:Jiven benefit of higher fixation of pay, there­

fore, the applicant by this O.A, mad.e a prayer of stepping 

up of his pay at par with Shri J .N .Nishra. 
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3. counter v;as filed. 'In the counter it is stated by the 

respondents that no case of stepping-up is made out in favo:J.r 

of the appl i~ant and the act ion of the respondents in fixing · 

the pay of Shr i J .N. t·1ishra, is perfectly legal and not 

illegal and arbitrary. It has also been stated that this 

O.A is hopelessly barred···by .limitation and the case of the 

applicant is not covered under the provisions of Fundamental 

Rule 22, therefore, this O!A is devoid of any merit and is 

1 iable to be d ism is::;ed. 

4. Heard the learned coun~el for the .Qp:pftiesn§nd also 

perused the whole record. 

5. The provisions as given in F.R.22 are as follOvJS: 

"(a) both the junior and the senior Govt .• servants 
should belong to the same· cadre and the posts in which 
they have been promoted should ·be identical in the same 
scale: - · 

(b) the pre-revised and revised scales- of pay of the 
lower and higher posts_ in \.Jh ich they are entitled to 
dra\•J pay, should be identical; and 

(c) the anomaly should be directly as a result of the 
application of the provisions of ·F<mdamental R~le 22 -C 
or any other r'.lle ·or order reg·.1lating pay fixation on 
s ~ch promotion in the revised scale • If even in the 
1 ower post, the j :.1n ior off ice r was. d ra-vJing more pay 
in the pre-revised scale thttn the senior by virtue of 
any advance increments granted to him, these provisions 
need not be invoked to step' up the pay of the senior 
officer • 11 

6. · The case of the applicant ·is not covered under the pro­

--visions given inF.R 22. Not only ·this but this o.A is 

hopelessly barred by limitation, as the applicant sought 

, stepping. up of his pay t..v .e .f. 1.5 .6 .89 'I..Jhereas this O.A -v;as 

filed on 4.3 .96 and the delay has not been explained· 

properly. 

7. T.r?e, therefore, dismiss this O.A vJith no order as to 

costs. 

/l--L . 
( ' ~)~ N.P.Nawanl 

r-12 mber (A ) • 
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