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Central Administrative Tribunal 
Princthal Bench 

DA No. 373/2003 

New Delhi this the 14th day of November., 2003 

Hon'ble Smt.. Lakshmi Saminathan, Vice-Chairman (J 
Honble Shri V.K. Maotra, Vice-Chairman (A) 

1.. Shri 3haaroo 
SO Shri Kalu 
Valveman, under IO..W.. 
Northern Railway 
Delhi 

Shri Ram Sumer 
S/o Shri Ram 
Valveman, under LOW. 
Northern Railav 
Delhi. 

Shri Avodhva Prasad 
3/0 Shri Kalla 
Valveman, under •I.0. - 
Northern Railway 
Delhi 

Shri Ram Jaat 
Valveman, under I.O.W. 
Northern Railway 
Delhi. 

-AlDiDlicants 
(By Advocate: Shri S.K. Sawhney) 

Versus 

1. Union of India through 
General Manaqer 
Northern Railway 
Baroda House, New Delhi. 

2 Divisional Railway Manager 
Northern Railway 
D.R.M. Office, New Delhi; 

3.. Senior Section Engineer (Works) 
Northern Railway 
Delhi Division, Delhi. 

-Reson dents 
(By Advocate: Shri V..S..R. Krishna) 

ORDER (Oral) 

Hon ble Shri V.K. Majotra, -Vice-Chair-man (A) 

Thi,s QA has been f:iled against the- action of 

rewondents in not granting the aoolicants the pay of 

Valveman in the scale of Rs..3050-4590 although they 
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have been wc'rkini on that Post for the last over one 

decade. 

2. 	Learned counsel of the aoiDlicants stated 

that similarly situate iersons had filed OA-1158/2000 

in this Tribunal which was decided on 2..7..2001 

(Annexure A1) in which one of us (Shri V.K. Majotra 

the then Member (A)) was a member. 	AlthouQh the 

alicants had submitted a joint reresentation for 

extending the benefit of the said judqment on 

27..6..2002 (Annexure A-2). respondents had not taken 

any action so far. 

3,. 	We have heard the learned counsel of both 

sides.. 

ResiDondents have not disuted the facturn 

that similarly situate persons have been workinq on 

the post of Valveman and were qranted the relief in 

OA-1158/2000 vide order, therein, dated 2..7..2001. In 

that DA, resondents were directed to oav to the 

alicants in the Pay scale of Rs..950-1500 

(Dre-revised) with arrears since 5.12.97 w:ithin a 

eriod of three months from the date of receipt of a 

coov of that order. 

Learned counsel of the resDondents, 

however, Pointed out that while the a1icants in 

OA-1158/2000 were Valveman.. the aoolicants, herein.. 

are workinq as Khalasis.. Thus, that judqment is 

distinuishable. 	However, on oerusal of order dated 



2. 72001 in the relied uoon O. we find that the 

aolicants, therein, were also Khalasis and were beir 

utilised as Valveman. As such, we do not find any 

distinuishjnq feature betwen the two cases and the-,,,/ 

are treated to be similar on facts and issues. 

6. We have Derused the aforesaid order of the 

Tribunal and find that the facts of both Os are 

identical and, therefore, we do not see any reason for 
OA 

not allawinq the OA and directing the resionde1t 	to 

oay to the aolicants the oav scale of Rs..950-1500 

(:>re-revised). 	However, since aolicants had filed 

this OA on 17..2.2003 in this view of the matter we 

are of the view that alicants shall be entitled to 

arrears from one year orior to 17.2.2003. 

W.K.

~Ll~~ 
Ma.jotra 

ViceS-Chairman () 

cc 

(Smt.. Lakshmi Swaminathan) 
ViceChairman (3) 


