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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, JAIPUR BENCH,
JATPUR
Dated of order: /€;.10.2003
OA No.367/2001 *
H.C.Khurana s/o 3hri Nathu PRam, retired Chief Draftsman,
presently residing at 3/415, Heta Kasandiya, 0ld Post
Nffice Road, Kota Jn.
.. Applicant
Versus
1. Unien of 1India through the General Manager,
Churchgate, Western Railway, Mumbai.
2. Divisional Railway Manager, Western Railway.
Kota.
.. Respondents
Mr. V.P.Mishra, Counsel for the applicant.

Mr. U.D.Sharmra, ccunsel for the respondents

CORAM:

HON'BLE MR. M.L.CHAUUHAM, MEMBER (JUDICIAL)

HON'BLE MR. A.K.BHANDARI, MEMBER (ADMINISTRATIVE)

PFR HON'BLE MR. M.L.CHAUHAN.

The applicant haes filed the present application
thereby praying for the following reliefs :-

(i) That by appropriate order or suitable direction
the Hon'ble Tribunal be pleased to direct the
respondents tc step up the pay of the applicant
at par with Mchan Lal Popli, whose pay has been
stepped up at par with S.D.Rehani by order dated
21.5.2001 (Ann.A/2) from the date Shri Jagmohan
Singh was given the bkenefit of stepping up with
all eceonseocuential benefits, in persuvance of the

judgement of the principal bench, dated 18.8.2000

(Ann.2A/1) i.e. revision cof pension etc.
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(i1) Any other relief as deemed fit in the/facts and
circumstances of the case. i

(iid) The Hon'ble Tribunal be pleased to award cost to

the applicant.”

2. Facts of the case are that the applicant was

appointed as Junicor Draftsman scale Rs. 160-185 (P) on
26.10.56 in RTM-Godra Construction Pﬁé%écb and
subsequently joined on transfer in the Divisiocnal Office,
Kota on 1.4.58. The applicant finally retired from\| the
post of Chief Dratftsman srcale Rs. 700-%00 on 30.11.395.
Further case of the applicant is that one Shri S.D.Reha\ni

was appointed as Junicr Draftsman scale Rs. 100-185 undery

A.En. (Survey and Construction) Udaipur on 2.11.57 and \\

subzequently joined of transfer in the Divisional Officeﬁﬁ"xx\

Kota by order dated 2.7.60. It is further stated that the
rode of recruitment in the category of Draftsmwan/Estimator
was two fold i.e. those who .were halding Technical
Qualification were appointed to‘the~post of Jr. Draftsman
directly while others whe were not helding technical
qualification were imparted training in Railway Training

School, Mhow before their appointment. (referred to as

Mhow Trainee). Shri S.D. Rehani belonged to the aforesaid

- category of Mhow Trainee. Further case of the applicant is

that seniority of Draftsman and Estimator was combined
seniority list in the Western Railway and the incumbents
were transferrable to either post. It is further stated
that in 1959 the senioririty c¢f Draftsman and Estimator
were bifurcated with an oblique motive to gngﬁ/ undue
favour tec certain persoﬁs. Draftsmen who were Mhow Trainee
were illegally asked to exercise options to which they

were not entitled to. Shri 3.D.Rehani who was a Mhow
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trainee was as such transferred to the post of Junior
Estimatcr where he was promoted as Sr. Estimator ecale Rs.
150-240 con 1.1.41 and thus started drawing pay higher than
the applicant. It is alsc stated that the bifurcation of
senicrity of Draftsmen and ‘Estimators as afroresaid was
revcked in the yeatr 1975 and thereafter Ly the crder dated
6.9.7% instructions were issued that the senicrity of
Draftsmwen and Estimators be fixed ignoring the promotioﬁ
or confirmation o¢f the Mhow trainee candidates in wrong
category for which they were not entitled. It was further
menticned that if any Jr. Drafteman/Jr. Estimator is
senicr to Mhow trainee candidates who had Leen wrongly
posted as Sr. Estimater and confirmed, the Mhow trainee
candidate will not be reverted but the Jr. Draftsman/Jr.
Estimator will get preference for further promcticon. Copy
of such instructicns has been placed on record as Ann.A4.
In pursuance to the afcresaid order dated 6.9.76 the
applicant and other who were ignored for promoticn were
given the seniority over Shri S.D.Rehahi. According to the
senicrity 1list dated 2.2.326, the applicant was at

Sl.0c.1¢, &Shri M.L.Popli at Z21.Y0.17, Shri Jagwchan Singh

97]

at 3l.Ne.l18, Shri G.R.Khanna at  81.Mc.192 and shri
S.D.kehani at £21.Mc.20. It is further pleaded that Shri
Jagmohan &ingh whose name appears at 31.No.18 of the
seniority list was given the benefit of stepping up of his
pay ot per with Shri S.D.Fehani vide order dated 225.11.95
pursuant to the decisicn rendered Ly the CAT, Mumbai
Bench. It is further stated that the applicant being
similarly situated alsc made representation teo the
authcrities for giving the hbenefit of stepping up of his
pay at par with 3hri 2.D.Rehani <n the basis of the

decision rendered Ly the Mumrkai Bench. It i§ further

by
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pleaded that the Frincipal Bench of the <CAT, New Delhi
vide Jjudgment dated 13.3.2000, Mohan Lal Popli ve. Union

of India and cors. held that the apprlicant Shri M.L.Popli

is entitled to stepping up of peay at par with Shri

3.D.Rehani whe was drawing  higher pavy., with all
consequential benefite. Further case ~f the applicant is
that he being senicrmest amongst Draftemen, as would be
seen frowr senicrity list dated 2.2.26¢ (Ann.AS5) made
representation dated 3.11.2000 (Ann.27) for extendihg the
benefit of stepping up <f pay btmt ﬁo csurch hkenefit has been
extended tc him till date. Hence aggrieved by the inactioen

on the part of the respondents, the'applicant has filed

‘this OA thereby praying for the aforesaid reliefs.

M

.1 The grounds taken by the applicant for claiming
the aforesaid relief is that he hkeing senior to S/Shri
M.L.Fopli and Jagmchan Singh in whose case the benefit of
stepping up aua Shri &.D.Fehani has hLeen given by the
Murbai and Frincipel Benchés, he is also entitled to the
similar benefits. The second qground taken by the applicant
in this OB is that Shri &.D.Eehani who Jjoined as Jr.
Draftsman later than the applicint was shifted teo the
cadre of Estimatcr con account of exercising opticon and he
was promoted as Sr. Estimator in the scale of Fs. 150-240
on 1.1.61 and thus started drawing pay higher than the
applicant. This promcticon was given by the réspondents
wrongly. Thus in terms of FRule 223 of the Indian Pailway
Establishrent Manual (IREM) where the junior person has
been given érroneous. prromotion on account of

adrinistrative errcr, the senicr perscn is entitled not

‘only t¢ the senicrity kut alsec entitled to fixation of his

Theae

pay at par with his Jjunicr. It is cnly onktdg'grounds that

the applicant has prayed that he is entitled to the relief
L=
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of fixation of his pay at par with his junior.

3. The respondents have filed reply. In the reply.it
is stated that the judgrent rendered by the Hen'ble
Principal Bench dated 18.8.2000 in the case of Mnhan Lal
Popli is tantrary to the law laid down by the Apey Court
in various decisions, as such the judgment relied upon by
the applicant 1is per-incuriam. The applicant is not
entitled to similar treatment of stepping up of his pay at
par with Shri S.D.Rehani. 2 perusal of the position
indicated in the statement at Ann.R/1 will show the
varicus posts held by the applicnt and Shri S.D.Rehani.
Shri S.D.éehani got promotion as Senior Estimater on
1.1.1961. He was drawing pay at Rs. 205/- on which date
the applicant was drawing pay at Rs. 170/- and when the
applicant got promotion as Head Draftswan on 27.4.1980, he
was drawing the pay at Rs. 600/- whereas cn this date,
Shri Rehani was drawing pay at Re. 660/- and when Shri
Rehani got promotion as Head Estimator on 5.6.1920, he was
drawing pay at Rs; 700/-. Similarly, when the applicant
got promotion as Chief Draftsman on 28.4.1983, he started
drawing pay at Rs. 700/- from the said date whereas on the
said date, Shri S.D.Rehani was drawing Rs. 750/- and when
Shri Rehani got promotion as Chief Estimator cn 25.7.1983,
he started drawing pay at Rs. 795/- from the said date
whereas on the said date, the applicant was dJdrawing Rs.
700/-. S8imilarly, when the cadres of Draftsman and
Estimatcr had merged w.e.f. 29.10.1985, the applicant was
drawing Re. 795/- whereas Shri S.D.Rehani was drawing Rs.
865/- and when Shri Rehani retired on 21.12.1989, he was
drawing pay of Kks. 2825/- whereas on the said date the

applicant was drawing only Rs. 2675/-. Thus, Shri
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S.D.Rehani was drawing more pay than the applicant at
every stage. In this connection, it is relevant to state
that stepping up of pay is permissible when both the
junior and senior officials belong to the same cadre and
the same post in which they had been promoted and that the
anomaly shculd be directly as a result of pay fixation
under FR 22-C. It is stated that since Shri S.D.Rehani got
promctions and higher pay while he was in the Estimator
Cadre, it cannot be said that the applicant also belonged
fo the same cadre to which Shri Rehani had belonged and
this anomaly of Shri Rehani getting higher pay on the

basis of his promotions in his own cadre of Estimator

cannot be termed as an anomaly directly as a result of

F.R.22-C, It is, therefore, submitted that the receipt of
higher pay by Shri Rehani cannot be termed as a case of
discrimination viclative of Articles 14,16 and 21 of the
Ceonstitution of India, as alleged by the applicant.

3.1 Besides it, the respondents have also stated that
the present 'applicafwn is time barred as the cause of
action arose in 1961. It is further stated that as held by
the Hon'ble Supreme Court in the case c¢f State of
Karnataka Vs. S.M.Kokrayya reported in 1996 SCC (L&S)

1488, the applicant is also not entitled to seek benefit

granted by & Court in another case and he has to make out

~his own independent case subject to limitation. The

applicant is, therefore, not entitled to the benefit of

stepping up of pay with respect to Shri M.L.Popli.

4. The applicant  has filed rejoinder thereby
reiterating that non-fixation of pay of the applicant at
par with his junior S.D.Rehani and Jagmochan Singh gives a

recurring cause of actionin in view of the law laid down

b



by the Apex Court in the case of M.P.3upta vs. Union of

India and cre, (1995) 21 ATC 187 and K.C.Sharma and ors.

W

vs. Union of 1India and ors, (1998) 8CC (Ls3) 226.

Therefcre, the present case is within limitation.

5. We have heard the learned counsel for the parties
and gcne through the material placed on reocrd.

5.1 At the outset, it mway be submitted that the
ratter is no longer res-inteqra and the issue is souarely
covered by the judgment dated 3.4.2002 rendered by this
Tribunal in OA No.21/97, <Ganga FRam Fhurana vs. Union of
India and c¢rs. In that case the applicant therein had
sought similar relief on the basis of the judgment
rendered by the Mumrbai Bench in the case of Jagmwohan Singh
where Shri Jagmwohan Singh was granted stepping up of pay
at par with Shri S.D.Rehani. From perusal of.the seniority
list dated 3.2.1986 it can be seen that the name of the
present applicant B8hri H.C.Fhurana &is at Sl1. No.l1l6 and
name of Shri Ganga Fam Fhanna, applicant in that case, was
at Sl.Nc. 19 whereas the name of 3hri S.D.Rehani is at
31.H0.20. Admittedly, the applicant therein was senior to
Shri E&.D.Rehani as is in the present case where shri
H.C.Khurana (applicant) is also senicr to Shri S.D.Rehani.
This Tribunal while rejecting the contention of the
learned counsel for the respcendente that the present
application is time barred, has rejected the claim of the
applicant for stepping up c¢f his pay at par with his
junig§/8hri S.D.Rehani on the basis of the law laid down
by the Apex Court in Union of 1India and anr. vs.
R.Swaminathan, 1997 SCC (LsZ) 1852 and Unicn of India vs.
Shushil Kurar Paul, 1998 SCC (L&S) 1336. At this stage it

will be useful to reproduce paras 5 to 10 of the aforesaid

W,
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judgment which will clinch the matter in issne:-

"5. The applicant has heavily relied con the
judgment (Ann.3a/8) in Jagmchan Singh case

(supra). He has al

m

o taken swpport of another
dated 18.2.2000 in OB Na.l108é/97 Shri Mohal Lal
Popli  vs. Union of India and another. The
apélicant in that OA i.e. Sfhri Mohan Lal Popli,
wvho was at S1. WNe.5 of the combined senicrity
list (Ann.A6), above said Ehri Jagmchan Singh
sl.Uc.6 as well as the applicant at sl1.M0.7 and

Shri 3.D.Fehani at s1.M0.2. The oopy of the

judgment has taken on record. In this case,
relating in the case of Jagwochan Singh case, pay
of 8hri Mcochan Lal Popli has been ordered to he
stepped up at par with Shri Jagmchan Singh. the
applicant <laimed that he is & similarly situated
perscn and the respaondents cannct discriminate in
the matter of employment and he should Le given
the same treaiment as has heen given in rcase of
two others senior persons to Shri E.D.Rehani. The
learned <counsel for the applicant has  also
stressed that he cannct ke discriminated con. the

clasgification Lased on «cne litigating and

(/]

ancther non litigating and he is fully entitled
for grant of benefits as has hkeen given to his
next Jjuniors.

. n the other hand, the learned ccunsel for
the respondents has stressed on the verdict of
the Hon'ble Eupreme Court, Union of India and
ancther vs. FE.Ewarinathan (supra) (latest and
three Judges EBench Judgment) and has taken the

plea that in the judgment of Jagmchan Zingh, it
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has heen stated that Shri Fehani was given ad hoc
appointment and this fact was not in dispute. It
has keen further argued thst IJjunicr was given
promotion to meet the exigency of service, it

cannect be

07}

aid to be ancomaly reouiring stepping
up of the pay of the ..... The relevant para 10
of the s=said judgment reprcduced as under:-

"Aceocrding to the aggrieved emplovees, this
has resulted in an ancraly, Governrent crder
bearing F.2(72)-E.III(A)/56 dated 2.2.1966 has
been issued for removal of ancmaly by stepping up
of pay of a seﬁicr on promotion drawing less pay
than his junior. It provides as follcws:-

10. PReraoval of ancraly by stepping up of
pay of senicor on promction drawing less pay than
his junior. (a) As a result of application ~f FF
22- -~ In order to remwcove the anoraly of a
government servant promoted or appcinted to  a
highet post on or after 1.4.1251 drawing a lcwer
rate <f pay in that post than ancther government
servant Junior teo hirm in the 1lower grade and
prowoted or  appsinted  subsecquently to  ancther
identical post, it has bLeen decided that in such
cases the pay «f the senicor cofficer in the higher
st should he stepped up to & figure eomal to
the pay as fired for the junicr officer in that
higher post. The stepping up should be done with
effect from the date of prarotion or appointment
nf the junicr officer and will be subiject to the

following <conditions, namely:

frt

(a) EBasth the junior and senior cfficers should

helong to the samre cadre and the post in h

whic
ol
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they have been promcted or aprpointed shonld ke
identical and in the same cadre;
(b) the scale o~f pay of the lower and higher
rosts in which they are entitled to draw pay
should ke identical.
() the ancomaly shcould be directly as a result of
the applicaticn 2f FR 22-0C. For exawgle, if even
in the lower post the junior’officers draws from
time to time a higher rate <f pay than the senior
by virtwe of grant of advance increments, the
above provisions will not be inveked to step up
the pay of the senior officer.

The orders refixing the pay «of the senicr
officers in accordance with the above provisions
shall Le issued under FPR-27. The next increment

of the eenicr officer will Le drawn on conpletion

of the reguisite gualifying eervice with effect

from the date of vefixing <«f pay.

As the orders itself states, the stepping up
is sukject to three ceondicticns : (1) Both the
Junior and the senior officers shomld keleong to
the same cadre and the post in which they have
been promoted should ke identical asnd in the same
cadre; (2) the scales of pay of the lower and
higher posts should be identical; and (3) ansowaly
should be divectly as a result of the application
of fundamwentzl Fule 22-C which is now Fundamental
Eule 22(I)(a)(l). We are concerned with the last
conditicn. The difference in the pay of a junior
and a senior Lefore us is not a result of
spplication of Fundamental Pule 22(I)(a)(1). The

higher pay received Ly the Jjunicr is on account

W



¢f his earlier officiaticn in the higher post
kecavuse of locsl oificiating prometion which he
got in the past. EBEecause of the provise teo Pule
22 he may have earned increments in the hiqgher
pay siéale of the post to which he is pramcted on
acconnt of his past service and alsc his previous
pay in the promctional paost has been taken into
account in fixing his pay on preomstion. It is
these two foactors which have increased the pav of
the Jjuniores. Thie cannct ke considered as an
anomaly reguiring the stepping uwp of the pay of
the senior. |

7. the matter was further clarified in Para
11 ¢f the judgment wherein certain cir;umstances
contempt teo pay anoraly. the same is extracted as
under: -
The Office Memorandum dated J.11.1553, GSovernment
¢f India, Department cf Persdnnel and Training,
has set cut varicus instances where stepping of
pay <annct ke done. It gives, inter-alia, the
following inetances which have come to the notice
of the Department with reauest for stepping uvp of
pay. These are:

(a) Where & genior proceeds «on Extracrdinary
leave which resultes in postponement of date of
next increment in the lower rost, consequently he
sfarts drawing less pay than his‘junior in the
lower qrade itself. He, therefcre, cannct claim
pay parity on promotioﬁ even though he may be
promoted.earlier to the higher grade:

(b) If a senior foregoes/ vrefuses promotion

leading to his junicr being promoted/appointed to

W)




the higher post earlier, the junior draws higher
pay than the senicr. The senior may bhe on
deputation while the juniecr availe of the ad-hoc
prormction in the cadre. The increased pay drawn
by a Junicr either due to adhoc cfficiating/
regular service, rendered in the higher posts for
periocds earlier than the senior, cannot,
thefefore, be &@n ancmaly in strict sense cf the
term.

(c) If a senior joins the higher post later than
the Jjunicr for whatsoever vreasonzs, wherehy he
draws lese pay than the junior in such cases the
senior cannct clairm stepping up of pav on a part
with the junior.

(d) * * * *

There are alsc other instances cited in the
Memorandum. the Memcrandum make it clear that it
such instances a juﬁior drawing more pay than his
senior will not constitute an aneomaly and,
therefore, stepping mnup of pay will not be
admissible. the increased pay drawn by a junior
because of ad hoc cfficiating or regqular service
rendered by him in the higher pecst for perinds
earlier than the senior is not an anomaly hecause
pay does not depend on senicrity alone nor is
senicririty alcne a criterion for stepping up of
pay."

8. In the present case, the matter relates to
the Railway and wcorrespondence MNo.1316. Similar
condition has been laid down for rercval of the
pay ancmaly. Further Lgﬁifhas been laid down by

the Hon'ble BApex ~Tourt. The same has te be

W



followed.
9. The learned counsel for the applicant has
argued that cone the similarly situated percsons
have been given the bLkenefite Ly the Hon'ble
Tribunal at Bombay Bénch of the Tribunal, the
judgment cught to have been applied in the case
of the applicant. The 1learned counzel for the
respondents has stated that the positicon of the
law has bLeen settled by the BApex Court in 1997
and the same could not have keen broughf in the
knowledge cf rhe Muwbai Bench while deciding the
ratter in 1%954. Further unfortunately, the legal
positicn and the verdict of the Hen'ble Zuprere
Court was not bkreught to the notice of the
Principal Bench while adjundicating the matter in
Mohan Lal Pcpli (supra). the said judgements
would be per incurium., Mot only this, any wrong
crder passed in favour of the emrplovee cannot
become cause of action  for  other similarly
situated persons. We find to esubmit the deciding
case laws (Z000) 5 222 91 Ztate wof PBihar vs.
Kameshwar Fd. Singh, 2IF 1255 =C 705, Chandigarh
Administration ve. Jagdeepr Singh & Another.
Applicant cannot claim benefit which have been
granted to other similarly situated perscns. The
legal poeition is thus clear thak no Lbenefit of
said Jjudgment <¢an be extended Lo any other
'persons.

10. In ordinary course, we would have referred
the matter to the Larger PEench, since we are
taking the «contrary view of the judgment

delivered by Co-ordinating BRenches of the

W
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Tribunal, but in the present case, there is no

such necessity a

0]

the matter had Leen adjudicated
and settled by the Apex Court and the law laid
dcwn by the Hon'kle Supreme Court, is binding te

us. Thus, in view cof above, we re of the

Bl

considered. opinicon  that the applicant is not
entitled to the stepping up <f the pay and no
such relief &as prayed for din the OA. We,
therefore, pass the order as under:-

OA fails and the samre is hereby rejected. Mo

order as to costs.”

(&)
[\

In wview of the {findings given above by the
cocrdinate Bench in the case of Ganga Ran Fhanna vs. Unicon

India and ors. as reproduced above, to which we are

(o]
=

aggreable, the applifant is ncot entitled to any relief on
rerit. In view cf the reascning adopted Ly us on merit, it
is not necessary to give finding on the point whether the
applicsticn is time barred in view of the provisons

contained under fection 21 cof the Adminietrative Tribunals

Act, 1985.
5.3 We may also note the second contention of the

learned ccunsgel fovr the applicant that Shri S.D.Fehani was

N

wrongly promoted as Sr. Estimator in the scale Rs. 150-240
on 1.1.61 whereas the applicant wsas Jr. Draftsman in the
scale cf Fs. 100-185 ana thue being & case of erroneocnus
prowmotion, the applicant is alsc entitled to rvelief of
geniority and fization of pay in terms of Buls 228 of the
IREM. We see no force in the enbmwissicon made hy the
learned counsel for the applicant. The applicant has taken
this ples for the first time as one of the ground in the

02 and he has nct pleaded his case hefcre the autherities

W
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in any cf his representation that he is also entitled to
genicrity and pay fixation at par with his  HJunier

Z.D.Pehani in terms of Rule 222 of the IFREM. Thus, the

A Teqe.
fos, The frast 2

applicant cannct ke permitted Lo vaise this pleaLgt this
belated stage therehy claiming hkenefit w.e.f. 1961. That
apart, the provision of Pule 228 of .the IPEM is not
attracted in the instant case. Pelevant portion of this
pata has been reproduced by the applicant in para S(e) of
the CA which reads in following terms: -
"228. Erronecus prowokions.- (1) Scmetimes due to
adrinistrative errors, staff are over-lcoked for
promotion teo higher gradee counld either ke on
account of wrong assignment of relative seniority
cf the eligible staff or full facté nct being
placed kefove the competent authovrity at the time
of ordering promokicn or some  other ressons.
Broadly, loss of geniority due to adrinistrative
errors can ke of two types:- |
(i) Qhere a person has not been promoted at all
Lecause of adrinistrative errver, and
(ii) where a person has been pramcted but not on
the date from which he wonld have bLeen promcted
but for the administrative error.
e.e..The staff who have 1lost promotion due to
adrinistrative ertreor should on promotion assigned
correct seniority vis—a—§is their juniors already
promoted irrespective of the date of
premotion..... The enhances pay may hke allowed

from the date of actwnal promotion....

Thus from the portion as oucted akove, it is

guite evident that the staff wheo have lcst promotion due
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to adrinistrative error, on promction, such perscn has to
e @aessigned correct geniority vie-a-vis their Jjunicr
already rpromoted ivrreespective of date of premoticn. The
enhanced pay may ke allowed freoem the date of actual
promoticon. Thus this rule is sttracted when the perecn whe

has been wrongly ignored is promoted to higher peozt and on

premction he has te be assigned seniority vis-a-vis the
junicr already preomcted znd also enhanced. rey from the
date of actusl rpreoemotion. In the instant case  the
applicant has not béen premoted to the higher post. Both
the applicant &nd Ehri E.D.Rehani Lelongs teo the <corron
cadre of Sr. Drafteman/Sv. FEstimstor in the scale <f Rs.
230-550 a5 per seniority list Ann.A%, Tt is not ales the
case cf the applicant that he was promcted to the higher
post befocre his retirement on 30.11.9%5, In fact, the
applicent in pare 4.1 had admwitted that he retired fromw

the post of Drateman in the scele of Fas. 700-900/2000-3200

cn 20.11.9%5. Thus he weae not promsted to the higher post

and he wae 2 merber <f cormon cadve of Drafhisman/Estimator
£ill hie retirerent on superannuaticn, as  such  the
prevision of pare 229 of IFEM ig not attracted in the

instant case.

G, Fer the foregeoing reasons, we are of the view
that the present applicaticn decerves teo ke disrissed.

Hence, it is diswizsed with no order as tc costs.

' \
7L ) el L.
o\ h i ﬁ
(A.E.BHANDARI)/—— (M.L.CP&UHAN)

Member (A) Member (J)



