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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, J~IPUR BENCH,JAIPUR. 

* :at*e of ~ecision: '-'3 · )_ .:t~(~ I 
1. . OA 52/97 
Rewat Singh, siatiop Su~erintendent, Kanakpura Railway 

Station, Western Rail~ay, Jaipur Division, Jaipur. 

2. OA 53/97 

Sundeep ~iwal, Station Superintendent (P), Jaipur. 
• . I 

i 
I 

3. OA 60/97 I 
Dharmendra Kumar 

. . i 
GuptE/-, Station Superiritendent, Kishan~adi ,. 

Jaipur D~vision, 
• I . 

Ja1pur. 

4 • OA 61/97 
. ; 

Subhash Chand Sharma j station Superintendent I Chomu Sa mod 
• I 

Railway Station, Ja1pur Division, Jaipur. 
-I 

5 • 

. - I 
I. 
I 

___ L .. Om ____ P_rakasp 
OA 125/97 

Meena, Station. super intender1t, . . ' 

· Jhunjhunu. ! 
2. Gopal Panwa~, Station Superintendent,_Chak~u. 

3. Salim, Station Superinte~dent, Goriyan, Jai.f:>ur 

Division./ 

) 

I, 
I 
I 

AiJiJlicants 

Versus 

Union of Indta throuyh General Mana~er, ~Jes tern 

Railway, Churchgate, Mumbai. 
', I 

D~visional _Rly Man~ger, Western ~ailway, Jaipur. 

Resi-'ondents 

HON'BLE MR.S.K~AGARWAL, JUDICIAL MEMBER 
' HON'BLE MR.GOP~L·SINGH, ADMINISTRATIVE MEMBER 
I 

' I For the Appl1cants · Mr.yinod Goyal, proxy counsel 

for Mr.Virendra Lodha . ' .' ., 
For the Responderits Mr~Anup~m A~a~wal, 1-'roxy 

counsel for Mr.Manish Bhandari 

0 R D E R 

PER HON'BLE MR.GOPAL SINGH, ADMINISTRATIVE MEMBER 

i The controversy 

these appllcations i~ 
. . I 

applicat~ons are being . . I 
___ ;_· --···· ______ ___._.;, __ __A.~--;-·j l 
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involved and the relief soU~ht in all 

the same and, therefore, all' these 

disposed of by this common otder. 

,, ._, ... 
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2. The Raiiway ~bard had vide its circular dated 
--- ··: . ;':.•"'7..-·:.· 

15.5.87, ·brought in so~e changes in the recruitment 6f 

Traffic/Commercial Apprentices and one of the chan~es beinc. 

that on ·, and from 15.5. 87 the recruitment to these 

Apprentices would be ~ade in the pay scale of Rs.l600-2660 

(this scale ·earlier was Rs.l400-2300) and secondly, the 

period of training was reduced from ·three years to two 

years. Thus, the entrants to the 

examination after 15 . 5 . 8 7 were allowed 

yrade 

the 

throu~h _the 

pay scale of 
- ·- ------4 - .. ---· --- ·- -

Rs.l600-2660, whereas the entrants to the ~rad~ throu~~ the 

examiri~tion notified prior to 

pay scale of Rs.l400-2300. 

applicants as discriminatory 

the .scale of ·Rs.l600-2600 to 

15.5.87 were only 13ranted the 

This was challen<jed by the 

and this Tribunal · had allowed r. 
all the pre-1987 entrants to 

the grade. Now, the. respondent department, vide imtJU~ned 

letter dated 27. i. 97, has reverted all the applicants to 

lower .scale of pay in compliance. with the JUd~ement of 
\ 

Hon • ble the Supreme Court. This reversion order has been 

challenged by the applicant~ in ~he pres~nt OAs~ 

,. 
3. This controversy had come up: before Hon'ble the 

Supreme Court in Uni6ri of, India and Others v. M.Bhas~af.and 

Others; 1996 SCC (L&S) 967, and aftet detaiied deliberation 

Hon'ble the Apex Court· held as under- :-

• ,1!. 

,• 

11 Si_nce the recruitment of apprentices urider the 

impugned memorandum was to 

Assistnat Statioin Masters, 

.. 
man the posts, not o±' 

Assistant Yard -Masters 

etc. as befor-e,' but of Statioin Masters and Yard 

Masters .and .the standard of examination for. the 

apprentices to. be recruited after 15.5.1987 was 

required to be higher than that which was prevailin<J 

giving them higher pay scales or reduciny the period 

of their training, could not be said to be 

discriminatory, arbitrary or unreasonable. 

Though the respondents were called for trainin<j from 
. . 

1989, that is not enouyh to distinyuish their case 

~rom other respondents inasmuch as they had come to 

be recruited ~ursuant ~o an advertisemen~ ot Janu~ry 
1985; and so, they. have to be treated ,as pre-:;1987 ., 

. ·-. ,,_.., ___________ --------
1 
r' ., 
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apprentices. The mention in para .2(xii) of the 
l 

~emorandcrm that the revised pay scale of 

Rs.l400-23-oo- !\~·as. meant· fo-L 11 apprentices q,lready 

under trainin~", cannot be taken: in isolation; that 

has to be un1derstood .:Hong with other provisions 
· contained in

1 

the memorandum. Therefore, ·the 

··t· . 

. .. · .•. "' 

.· .. , 

'":;>1~;[!! -· ... -["''~·- ~~,.., ,_,_,:>t.ed diff-erently from bth~~·:"- -_ .. ~ 
f.H:e--l.dd I avp.Lell\.:..LI,.;l:<> Iii~:Lt~.L_y L::.::cll.use LLH::y wele called 
- I 

• 

!§t. ttaitiirtg ~n 1989. "· · 
-. ! 

4. Thus, the recrnits,prior to the date of 15.5.87 were 

entitled to the pay. scale of 
I • 

Rs.l400-2300, whereas the 

~ecruits after i5.5~87 were 'entitled i6 

Rs .1600-2660. ·Since I some . of the Benches 
I 

the l":irade of · 

of the central 

Administ~ative · Tribu~al had allowed the pa·y scale of 

Rs.l600-2660 to the ehtrants prior to 15.5.87 also, Hon'ble 

the Supreme Cour7 obs~rved that .the repovery of the amount 

already paid because ! of aforesaic;l judgements of Tribunals 

would ca~se ha~~~hip to the responden~s/appellants concerned 

and, therefore, Hon'ble the Apex Court direc~Qthe Union of 

India ana its officers not to recover the amount already 
' 

paid. On the plea't~at some employees, who wer~ ~iven the 

benefit pursuant to the· judgement of CAT,., have got_. further 

promotion and that they may loose the benefit of such_ 

promotion if directions of the Supreme Court are allowed to 
i stand, was held untenable by Hon'ble the Apex Court in 2001 

(1) S~ 1S9, ESP Ra~arlm & Ors. v. Union of India'~ Ors .. 
. - I - . 

Thus, pre-1987 entrants wbuld only be entitled to the scale 

~-:~ ;nini of Rs .14-00-2300. on tdeir app. ointment to the cr_r_· ade, where. as .- \ • "' • . sr . 1 • ':1 / (.~ o-,.......~"'.: , 
,·-'.~-~-,.,~' -",~ ost-1987 entrants \'{ould be entitled to the scale of 
.,;;/·------------.·---,-1 .16'CJ0-...:.2.660. The prb-1987 entrants, who had been allowed 

- r . --:·.: '. ;j I . , . . 
·.'(_ ' seal~ of Rs.l600-2660 under the orders of some Benches 

-. ·-.1 the C~ntral Administrative Tribunal, were required to be 

under the 9rders of H6n'ble the supreme Court 

supra). Recoveries of over payment on account of 
' ; 

grant of~scale of Rs.l600-2660 were, however, ordered to be 
.! 

waived b~ Hon'ble the Apex Court. 

5. In the· instant: case, 

pre-19 8 7 entrants inJsmuch 

examinations ~otified in 

I 
I 

I-·--------· ----~-- -----., 
.).· . ·, : ~ 

' .. :·. 

undoubtedly ·the applicarits are 

as they were . selected .throu~h 

1985 and 1986 i.e~ prior to 
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15 ·~ 5. 8 7 .and they would rightly be entitled to the scale of 

Rs.l400-2300 in terms of .the judgement of. Hon'ble. Supreme· 

(supra). Thus, we do not firid meiit in ·th~~~ 
lications and all the applications deserve to be' 
issed. 

~' . 
. : ' ~ 

Accordingly, all the OAs stand dismissed with no 
as to costs. 

---------:----------- --~-:--:··~--,:--:--------- - ------------~-

sJL~--< 
(GOPAL SINGH) 

MEMBER (A) 

·- ---··--------. - . 

/ 

. -·: 

NEMBER tJ) 
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