
\ CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPAL BENCH

O.A. NO.1178/1995

New Delhi this the 31st day ef August. 1999.

hon'ble shri r. k. ahooja. member (A)

HON'BLE shri SYED KHALID IDRIS NAQVI , MEMBER (J)

Smt. Shakuntala Devi Sharma
W/0 Shri H. C. Sharma,
R/0 5/170 Nehru Park,
Bahadurgarh, Appl icant
Haryana.

( By Shri Sarvesh Bisaria, Advocate )
-Versus-

1  Lt. Governor of Delhi through ^
Chief Secretary,
Deiihi Administration,
De ilh i .

2  Director of Education,
Govt. of NCT of Delhi ,
Old Secretariat. Respondents
DeIh i -

( By Shri Ajesh Luthra. Advocate )

o r d e r (ORAL)

Shri R. K- Ahooja, AM :

^  The appl icant is aggrieved that though she has

put in nearly 31 years' service as a Social Education
Wprker in the grade of Rs.1200-2040, she has not been

accorded even one promotion.

2  The respondents say that there are higher

posts avai lable in the Department to which the
appl icant is entitIed to be considered. These are

posts of Supervisor in the scale of Rs.1400 2300,
Assistant Social Education Officer scale Rs.1640-2900,

and Assistant Director of Education (Social) scale
Rs.300d-4500 (al l pre-revised).
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3. We have heard the counsel . The learned

counsel for the appl icant submits that though posts

are avai lable in the channel , these are in such poor

ratio that against 100 Social Workers only three

higher posts are avai lable and the appl icant,

therefore, has had no"opportunity to be considered for

promotion. It has also been pointed out that the

appl icant has long since attained the maximum of the

scale and has been stagnating since then. The learned

counsel also cites the order of this Tribunal in DEENA

^  NATH DOGRA v. DELHI ADMINISTRATION & ORS. . 1991 (7.)

SLR 475. In that case, the appl icant was also in a

simi lar situation as he was holding an isolated post

for which there were no prospects of promotion. The

Tribunal in its order rel ied on the observations of

the Hon'ble Supreme Court in RAGHUNATH PRASAD SINGH v.

SECRETARY. HOME (POLICE) DEPARTMENT, GOVT. OF BIHAR.

1988 (1 .) SLR 347 (SC) that "reasonable promotional

;> opportunities should be iava i I ab I e in every wing of

publ ic service. That generates efficiency in service
B

and fosters the appropriate attitude to grow for

achieving excel lence in service. The Tribunal in that

case ordered that ..the respondents should create a

supernumerary post in order to accommodate the

appl icant and accord him promotion. The learned

counsel for the appl icant herein submits that for

simi lar reasons, a direction should be issued to the

respondents to at least promote him in situ by

granting him the next higher pay scale.
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4. Whi le we sympathise with the appl icant, we
,n. view that en the ratie of the latest

3pP.ment , of the Supreme CePht it ,a not open tp the
Tribunal , to give a direction to the respondents to

+  whirh wi l l have monetary
^Peate additional posts which
.mpl lcations. tSee ,997 SCO 670. a-^naW^ v.
..-.on of IndU). we are also now informed that the

nt Of India have real ised the need of careerGovernment or inuia

pnopression in order to provide due incentive to its
,„p,pvees. Recommendations to that effect have also
peen made by the Fifth Pay Commission whereafter
PPPPPS have also been issued on 9,8,999 which lay
down that a Government employee should have at least
two promotions during the span of his ser-vlce career
and such promotion should be granted on the completion
Pt 12 and 24 years. These inetructions ,of the
Government of India would also normal ly apply in case
of an employee of the Government of N.C.T. of Delhi ,
The appl icant wi l l , therefore, be entitIed to the
benefit of these orders.

1  for the appI icant
5. The learned counsel for*

submits that even so, t he re 1 i ef sough t f or by the
appl icant is that such in_siiu promotion shou,d be
given, with retrospective effect on the basis of the
ppl ioy of ,99,. We notice that such a scheme which
was notified on the bas i s of the recommendat ions of
the i=ourth Pay Commission related to stagnation in
nespect of the pay sea Ie_ in which a particular
Government servant was wording. With periodical
revisions of pay scales on the recommendations of the
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successive Pay Commissions, many Government servants

were not able to avai l the benefi t of that scheme. We

are not aware as to whether the case of the appI icant

would have been covered under that scheme or not.

6. Be that as it may, we can give no such

direction since the case of the appl icant wi l l have to

be considered in terms of the scheme now pub I ished by

the Government of India vide notification dated

9.8.1999^ Wi th these observations. the O.A. is

disposed of. No costs.

(  R. J^-^-^hooja )
lember (A)

(  Syed Khal id Idris Naqvi )
Member (J)

/as./


