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HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE AT ALLAHABAD
WRIT - A No. - 16967 of 2015

Raj Narayan
..... Petitioner(s)
Versus

State Of U.P. And 3 Ors.

..... Respondent(s)
Counsel for Petitioner(s) : Yogish Kumar Saxena
Counsel for Respondent(s) . C.S.C.
Court No.-34
(SN.45)

HON'BLE ANISH KUMAR GUPTA, J.

1. Heard Sri Yogish Kumar Saxena, learned counsel for the petitioner and
Sri Rajiv Gupta, learned Addl. C.S.C. for the respondents.

2. Learned counsel for the petitioner submits that only grievance which
remains to be adjudicated in the instant petition is the entitlement of the
petitioner for the higher Grade Pay of Rs. 4200/- payable to the petitioner
on completiton of ten years regular service on 01.09.2008 in terms of the
Government Order dated 04.05.2010, which was also recommended in the
report submitted to Tehsildar/SDM, which has been taken note of in the
Impugned order on 28.10.2014.

3. In paragraphs 3 and 4 of the said report reads as under:

"3- off ISR Fafia TUg A e 1-9-1998 @it wRIYR
7guT foRaT 3R gehl 10 9 <l Yard 1-9-2008 ! YUT & Iehl & ok
fowg #1 favmia srfaré! vafed T2l a1 3 s que e fodT I,
Sfehl Had e, R W g ot TSREE aia dug s
Ja-HH 3200-85-4900 YRifard da=H 5200-20200 U 2000 |
hIdRd 21 fadih 1-9-2008 &l 3¢ 7910 U dd- 2000 da- Ured &t

@

4- IRI<h ATFATGT hl FILIFAR 3h! Iedichd da-HA 5500-
9000 Y-RIfard = &Ra-T # 9300-34800 ¥ da- 4200 H Fm=
TR da ol (Yo &

1- 949 9999 5200-202000 I8 ad=1-2000
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2-faqier 1-9-2008 ht Tt aa=T99 7910+ Agadd 2000 = 9910

3-Uch deh{edch dd- dig 3% o 1Y 8210+ g dd4 2000 = 10210

C

4-IHIhd (T=Id) da-H= 9300-34800+UeddH = 4200

5-fgieh 01-09-2008 I=diighd da 9300+ Fgda- 4200=13500 (
37 1-12-2008 )

6-feTieh 01-07-2009 ! I 9710+ Igda+T 4200 = 13910
7- feqier 01.07.2010 & a1 10130+ Jgaa= 4200 14330

8- faAieh 01-07-2011 @t ad= 10560+ Ugda 4200 = 14760

3d: SITHISH Saelich-T o IR FeHd ohl G2 H IWITHITEAR ToIH
T=Tfd dd=AT 5200-202000 ¥€ dc 2000 & 9300-34800 U dd-
4200 Eihd Td IWIHIIR dTiNeh da- Jigdi Fidhid o IURd da-

HATENA ol AT T A8 1"

4. Whereas, in the impugned order dated 28.10.2014, the following
observations have been made by the District Magistrate, which reads as
under:

"I GRT GA: W11 U feHifhd 14-10-2014 8Teh gRT ST 7T, Sit
faHieh 17-10-2014 S SIS Sk § UTed g3 &, fSieH Ieeid e
T o dediiet faeAr & otoR ety @i feem fAder &g 9eh T2
TATae! TR o 4200 R I da- MR 7 Uiy el €, &l 3ovid &
g UTaell W €0 4200 U 9d- ol 3T1eeT TR foham TTam| 39 TR
I FTehl 41 Sl goUTHAT & $0 2400 U dd- TR JhdH
TGN AT AT S QAT AEAIGY & ded 14 a9 H Uger Ui
fAeT o W= TTeN faich 04 W2, 2010 & ded UodloUlo &
3= 10 99 18 I g 26 T ohl 3F-aRd Tl o YR T T bl 10
e Sl JdT W TIH W=I1d da-q= I da- €0 4200 fHe &1 o
&1 38 el faan T Ud dedieaR fayHT o $1eeT fadieh 28-5-2014
31T fob STHT <Al A o T&aT 71T STk ST el e

Tt ehl ARG TSI bl Tdaieh ot T, fo e

TR U dd- ¥0 4200 FAYRT o1 FIE 31eer 3T Serteenrt el forar
T AT gRT MTEATCLT TS §RT HEAT-d0310-2561/24-62 (TH) /
2008
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fat da SARINT SHET-2 T 04 7S 2010 T Ieied =d 8d 10
¥ hl 3aRd Tdl o 3R TR YIH UaI~(d dd-qH I ddd o
4200 T ST 1 e o 1 &, ST FmrER 33 el &1 it
I QETRY fedieh 4-5-2010 & T&aR-3 H Tuw 3iferd & for RuiiRa
a1 Y TR A< SR o €Y H o Bl drer I 9= gd o
3 U 9a ¥ IWTAT Usdad el 39 YR frdt ue w foxfim
TG & Y H U g darall 98 dad $© A § Fwif-ed ug
TqUT Ik USII1d & US & IS 9= o He &1 U da- &l Tehdl &l T
Ol § T(-ed UgURe ol Jal~Iid & U ol US dad 34 drdide
T ¥ UEId Ut 8 W 8l A g Arel Ysdad 2000 |
R T, TS ATAR - I foRan STdm @11 I ATEICT
feAie 4-5-2010 & AR 10 a9 &I 3FaRd a1 W YW facir
TRI~G TodloUlo T &Y Tl U2 - O 2400 A= o,
Sreent 3u fSrenfarert faem grr fean

5. In this regard, the following averments made in paragraph 7 of the writ
petition and in response thereto in the counter-affidavit, there is no
specific denial to the said effect which reflected from paragraph 7 of the
counter-affidavit, which reads as under:

"7. That the contents of paragraph No. 7 of the writ petition
are not admitted as stated, hence denied. In reply thereto it is
submitted that according to service period of the petitioner, all
the service benefit has been provided to the petitioner
according to law. "

6. In such view of the matter, since in terms of the report submitted to the
SDM/Tehsildar, which has been annexed as Annexure 3 to the instant
petition. The petitioner was entitled for the Grade Pay of Rs. 4,200/- on
completion of 10 years continuous service under the Assured Career
Progression Scheme (ACP), which has been denied by the respondents
and it is aso the contention of the petitioner that the similar benefit was
also granted to the identically situated persons, which has been taken note
of by the District Magistrate in the impugned order. However, the
aforesaid aspect of the matter has been denied in paragraph 12 of the
counter-affidavit that no Grade Pay of Rs. 4,200/- has been granted to the
retired Seasonal Collection Amin, which is claimed by the petitioner.

7. In the impugned order, the claim of the petitioner has been rejected in
view of the Government Order dated 04.05.2010, which reads as under:

" (3) FutRd Jarafy w fa<iig TRI==H & €4 § A g a1l 98
T, LTI T&HT-do 3MTo-2-1318/29-59 (TH0)/2008, feis 08
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fearaR, 2008 & Terdar "I W I MR o TFH-5 h
AR AIHAT <l fafY | gd <7 U2 I &, 30Tl U 9= 2Tl 38
TehR Tohdil U TR foii ERI=1a4 & ¥4 # YTt & dTell 9 I $8
HIHC H HefAd UE T I8k UGTd & UG & US d & Hel &l US
a9 Bl GohdT 8| U e § Iefad UHRe i Ugi=I1d o Ug &l U8
I 39 ARl ¥ I Ual=Tfd YTt Bl TR 2 SF[A= & "

8. From the perusal of the aforesaid clause, though it is provided that from
the date of the eligibility of the Government servant, he shall be granted
the next Grade Pay. However, it has also been provided when financial
upgradation is being done and in some of the matters, which are related to
Grade Pay, which is aready being paid to such Government servant and
shall be in between the Grade Pay which is already being paid to the said
Government servant and the next promotional Grade Pay. It has also been
provided that the next promotional grade pay shall be granted to such
candidates only on the actual promotion of such candidates. It is admitted
case of the petitioner that before the petitioner could be promoted to the
next higher post, he has retired. In such view of the matter, this Court do
find any illegality in the impugned order passed by the District
Magistrate on 28.10.2014.

9. Accordingly, the instant petition is dismissed.

August 13, 2026
Shubham Arya

(Anish Kumar Gupta,J.)

Digitally signed by :-
SHUBHAM ARYA
High Court of Judicature at Allahabad
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