CENTRAL ADMINISTRATTIVE TRIBﬁNAL, JABALPUR BENCH, JABALPUR
QOriginal Application No 777 of 2004

Jabalpur, this the 18th day of May, 2005.

Hon’ble Mr. M.P. Singh, Vice Chairman
Hon’ble Mr Madan Mohan, Judicial Member

Govind Prasad Khare,

Sfo Late A.P. Khare,

Aged 55 years, personnel
No.701120/537, Upper Division Clerk,
Gun Carriage Factory, Jabalpur(M.P.)

(By Advocate — Shri Sanjay Yadav)

1. Union of India,
Through 1t’s Secretary,
Ministry of Defence,
New Delhil

2. Ordinance Factory Board,
Through it’s Chairman,
_ 10-A Khudiram Bose Road,
Kolkata.

General Manager, Gun Carriage
Factory, Jabalpur.
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4. ShriH.L. Yadav, UDF 701757"2438
Gun Ca;mage .
Factory, Jabalpur.

5. Shn S.K.Baneni, UDC, 701885/183
Gun Carriage
Factory, Jabalpur.

(By Advocate — Shri K.N. Pethia)
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By M.P. Singh, Vice Chairman —

By filing this Origiiial Application, the applicant has sought the

following main reliefs :-

“(1) Direct Respondents No.1 to 3 to Step up the pay of the
Peititioner viz a viz respondents No4 & 5 from the date when
the juniors have been given the higher pay and further direct the
respondents to grant arrears.

(1) Direct the respondents to pay the seniority of Respondent |-

No.5 below the petitioner as per the verdict of this Hon’ble

Court”
2. The brief facts of the case are that the applicant was appointed |
as Labour ‘B’ in the pay scale of Rs.70-85 on 3.5.1972. Subsequently
he was proﬁoted. to the post of Checker in the pay scale of Rs.225-
308 on 3(3.3'.197‘3. Thereafter he was promoted as LDC in the pay
scale of Rs. 260-400 on 1.4.1977 and subsequently he was promoted
as UDC in the pay scale of Rs.1200-2040 on 1.8.1987. The private
respondents No.4 and 5 were appointed on 6.7.1972 and promoted as f
LDC on 14.1977 and further promoted to the post of Asstt. Cashier in
the scale of Rs.1200-2040 on 1.8.1984. The aforesaid post of Asstt.
Cashier was redesignated as UDC w.ef 13.2.1990. The main |
grievance of the aﬁplicant 1;; that he is semior to the private |
respondents No4 and ‘5 l&i he is still drawing lesser pay than the
private respondents. He has therefore, submitted that his pay should
have been stepped up, bringing at par with the private respondents |
No.4 and 5 but the respondents have rejected his claim. Hence, this

3. Heard the learned counsel for the parties and carefully perused

the records.




4.  Thelearned counsel for the respondellxts stated that althouoh the
applicant is senior to the private respondents No.4 and S es he was
initially appomted as Labour ‘B’ on ';i 5.1972 whereas private
respondents No. 4 and 5 were uutla]ly appomted on 6.7.1972 and
promoted to the post LDC on 1.4. 1977 fn%rd further promoted to the
post of Asstt. Cashier in the pay scale of FS 1200-20040 on 1.8.84,
The post of Assit. Cashier was redes1gnaxed as U.D. C. wef
13.2.1990. Thus, they are drawing higher Fay then the appl;cant The

learned counsel for the respondents furt}ier stated that the private
‘ | .
respondent No4 ‘was holding the higher scale of pay from 1984
onwards while the applicant could get Ithe aforesaid p'iy scale in

|

August, 1987, Therefore, the applicant Cc 10t be a]lowed to step up

his pay bringing at par with the private respondents
. |: :
/A We have given careful cons1derahjn to the rival contennons of

both the parties and we find that the appl]
|

on 3.5.1972 Whereas the private respondents Nos. 4 and 5 were

|
|

cant was 1mt1a11y appointed |

initially appomted on 6.7.1972 and the japplicant as well as private

J :
respondents were promoted as LDC on|same date i.e. on 1.4.1977.
However, the private respondents were slarted working oh the post of|
Asstt. Cashier from 1984 onwards mn the‘}ugher pay scale: of Rs.1200-|

2040 and the said post was redesig:nated as UDC subsequently

whereas the apphc*mt could get the afc)resazd pay scale m August)
1987. Thus, the ‘private respondents arT getting higher pay than the
applicant. As per the instructions 1ssued by the Goverment of India
for stepping up of pay with referenr to juniors, the following

conditions are to be setisfied satisfied

same cadre and the posts in which they have bee
promoted or appointed s]Tould be 1dent1cal and m th
sarne cadre;

“(a) both the junior and Semo§ officer should belong to th'E

|
(b) the Sealea of pay of the lcwer and hgher posts in whic
the jumior and senior of cer are entxtled to draw pe

Mould be identical; 5




(¢) the anomaly should be .directly as a result of the
application of FR 22.C for example, if even in the lower
post the junior officer draws from time to time a higher
rate of pay than the semior by virtue of grant of advance
mcrements or on any other account, the above provisions
will not be invoked to step up the pay of senior officer.”

d
4

6. In the present case the private respondents Nos. 4 & 5 start
working in the higher pay scale of Rs.1200-2040 wef 18.19
whereas the applicant has started working in the said scale w.ef.

n

1.8.1987. Therefore, the applicant has not satisfied the conditig

No.(c) as stated above. In this view of the matter we do not find any
irregulanity or illegality committed by the respondents in not stepping
up the pay of the applicant at par with the private respondents No4 &
5.

7.  Inthe result, the OA is bereft of menit. Accordingly, the OA |

w2

dismissed. No costs.

(Madan Mohan) (M.P.Singh)
Judicial Member . | Vice Chairmal
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