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csaraAL admimistrativb TaiBuiawL. >mB^n>uft bbmch.

COOEtT SJTTIMG AT BlIASgUa (CHaWTTlSG^H)

^PPA4P»U<yi M9t 42? Qf 19??

Bllaspur, this the 25th September^ 2003

ffan'hle Shri Justice V,S. Aggarwai, Ci^irmaa
HaQ*bIe Shri ̂ nand Kumar Bhatt, A<toinistrative Member

B*!!* ftoy, S/o* Jjate Ram Oopal Roy,
aged about 57 years. Chief Qoods
Supervisor, lacfaarge of Goods freight
Qfifice, s.s. Railway^ Bhilai (MP).

(By Advocate • Roael

Versus

Union of Ibdia, Through
Secretary, Railways, Rail
Bhawan, Mew Delhi.

2. Gaaerai Manager, South
fiastem Railway, Gardaa Reach,
Caicutta«7i.

3. Chief Personnel Officer
(Comm), South-Bastem,
Railway 14, Shrand Road,
Calcutta-1 (wa>.).

4. Sr. Divisional Personnel
Manager, South Bastem Railway,
Biiaspur (M.P.)*

(% Advocate - Shri S.S, Gupta)

OR

Justice _V.S. Aqgarwa^ .

The applicant is presently working as Chief Goods

Supervisor at Goods freight Office, South Bastem Railway,
BhUai (MP). Hs contended that he was promoted as i^d Goods

_  Clerk and Chief Goods Clerk, with effect from 01.01.1984. tfe
apt«ared In the departmental test on 17.12.1984 and tod passec
the same. Hs was promoted as Chief Goods Supervisor from
01.01.1993. basic salary was Rs. 7100/- with effect from
01.01.1996, whereas his Juniors were drawing more basic salary

le- Shri S.N. Rao. Chief Goods Supervisor and Shri A, Wadbood,
G.y.0. The basic salaries of these persons tov. stated tp tove
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been fixed at 79 00/- froo 01.01.1996 and 01.03.1998

respectively. The applicant's grievance Is that he Is senior

to both of them and therefore his basic pay should be fixed at

par with his juniors. Further more. It Is the grievance of the

^PPllc^nt th&t he had passed the suitability test referred to

above but was not promoted and this resulted In loss of two

Increments.

2. The petition has been contested.

3. The respondents' plea is that the applicant was not

promoted as Hsad Goods Clerk from Oi.01.1984. Ha was promoted

as Chief Goods Clerk from 01.04.1985. SSarller to ttet the

applicant was undergoing a penalty of stoppage of Increment

upto 31st mrch. 1985. ha regards the other contention, the

respondents' plea is that the two persons mentioned by the

applicant were drawing more salary In the lower scale and

therefore the question of stepping up the pay of the applicant

will not arise.

4. We have carefully gcaie through the relevant record with

the help of the respondents'learned counsel.

an

5. The applicant on/earller 'roufeSie had preferred Ch No.

641/1998. This Tribunal had disposed of the same on 17th

September. 1998 directing the Senior Divisional Personnel

t^nager of the Railway to take a decision on the letter of

Assistant Personnel Officer on 12.02.1997 and 09.03.1996

within a period of three months and also keep In view the

representation of the applicant c&ted 08.05.1998, whUe taking

the declslc»i.

6. 3n pursuanoa of the same the Senior Divisional Personnel

ffinager, BUaspur has passed a speaking orte rejecting the
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claim o£ the applicant.

7. So far as the contenti(X) of the applicant that his

Juniors have been drawing more salary and therefore the salary

of the applicant should be stepped up at par with the Junior

is concerned the answer forth«coming which goes un-rdautted

is clear and uneatfaig^ase Reference is being made to Bare i3iii

of JRBC Volurae-Il, that no senior official will get benefit of

stepping up of pay if the pay of the Junior is more than the

senior in the lower post. In ttie present case it is assailed

that the said Juniors were drawing more pay t)|eci the applicant

in the Icwer post. The applicant feels shy of rebutting this

fact and therefore has not filed a rejoinder. We do not find

any reason to dispute the same and accordingly when such is

the 8ituati(» the Juniors who were drawing more salary even

in the lower post, necessarily they will draw more pay tl^n

the applicant.

8. regards the other claims it is pe^^i^^iice tl^t the
one

applicant was undergoing a punishment of stoppage of^increment

without cumulative effect for a period of one year. This was

effective upto 31.03.1985. Therefore the applicant was not

promoted at that relevant time. There is nothing illegal or

arbitrary in the said actiai and after that the applicant has

been promoted. Therefore we have no hesitation in concluding

that the petition has no merit. Resultantly the Ok is dismi-

(knand Kumar Bhatt) (v.s. Aggarwai)
Administrative Member Cl^izman
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