CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPAL BENCH, NEW DELHI

O.A.No. 3093/2002
Monday, this the Bth day of December, 2003

Hon’ble Shri Justice V.S.Aggarwal, Chairman
Hon’ble Shri S. K. Naik, Member (A)

1. oddEah Kumar
SI (H.mscrla.; No. 414/0
S/u Late Narendra Dev Sharma
r/o B-8, 01d Police Lines
Rajpur Rocad, Delhi

2 Mohan Lal
ASI {(Ministerial) No.2433/D
s/o Late Shri Shankar Dutt Sharma
r/c H.Nc.756 :
Police Station Geeta Colony
Delhi
3. Satender Pa)l

ASI {Ministerial) Noc.4383/D
s/o late Mahohar Lal
r/o 230, Jheel Kuranja, Delhi
.Applicants

(By Advocate: Shri Sachin Chauhan)
Versus

1. Union of India
through its Secretary
Ministry of Home Affairs
North Block, New Delhi-1

2. Govt. of NCT of Delhi

through its Chief Secretary

Delhi Secretariate

5th level, "C" Wing

IP Estate, Delhi
3. Commissioner of Police

Delhi, Police Headguarters

MSC Building, IP Estate

Delhi
4. Deputy Commissioner of Police

Headguarters

MSO Building, IP Estate

Delhi

.Respondents
{By Advocates: Smt. P.K.Gupta for respon dcnt No.1 &
Smt. Renu George for respondent Nos. 2-4)

O RDER (ORAL)

Justice V.S.Aggarwal:

The Government of India had appointed the 5th

Central Pay Commission. In pursuance of the

by —
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(3)
should have been constituted to consider the same, and in
support of his arguments, learned counsel relied upon the

ffice Memorandum No.19/1/97-JCA dated 6.2.1888.

O

3. The petition had been contested basically by
respondent No.1. In the reply filed, it has been pleaded
that after implementation of the recommendations of 4th
Central Pay Ccmmission, the pay s*é?es of the Assistant
Sub Inspectors of Delhi Police had been placed 1in the
scale of Rs.1320-2040/-. Ths 5th Central Pay Commission
did not make any recommendation for upgradation of the
scale of pay attached to the post of Assistant Sub
Inspector in - Delhi Police. Accordingly, their
corresponding pay scale was fixed at Rs.4000~6 00/-. The
Departmental Anomaly Committee of Delhi Police had

mined the matter and had observed that as per the
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Training dated 6.2.1338, an anomaiy did exi
scale of the post of Assistant Sub Inspector. The
Assistant Sub Inspectors of Delhi Police had suffered a
direct loss of Rs.34/- per month. The representations

and the recommendations of the Departmental Ancmaly

O

Committee had been onsidered and the same had bsen

rejected.

4. It 1is on these facts that respondents defend the

impugned order, which we have reproduced above.

In the facts of the present case, it is patent

(&)}

that on implementation of the report of 5Sth Central Pay
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