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CENTRAL AE^^iNIStRAT ]VE TRIBUNAL
Principal Bench

d;Ap! No^ 1349 of 1996

New Delhi, dated this the ^000
H0N*BLE MRS" S.R^' ADEE, VI(^ (A)
HGN'BLE MRfi KULDIP SINGH, MEMBER (J)

r..-

DT';"^ Dine sh Kumar Verma-^i
S/o Shr i Verma'^j'^ .
Dy'^-1 Ass essor & Collector,
Municipal Corporation of Delhi,
167 BS Officers Flats'v

^^Delhi2u&)C6^ H Applicant
(By Ad/ocates Shri Bir| Kaul)

Versus

Union of India through
the Secretary'^
Ministry of Finance^
Dept^l of Reyenue?^,;^
North B lockup®* .
New Delhi^ '50 Bespondent

(By Acirocate! Shri Bharti)
ORDER^ '

Mri SfRe' Adige'^ VC (A)

Applicant impugns respondents' order dated 55'65}9S

(AnnexureSA I ) rejecting his.claim fbr pay protection

and payment of arrears of pay^

2^ Applicant uas appointed as a medical Officstf

in QavtP of Punjab and joined the said post on 3l^^79o

Uhile serving as Pledical Officer he appeared in the IAS

etc'^ Exara7l98 3 and t^on being allotted to the Indian

Revenue Service joined that service on 1^1^85 as a

probationer^ Applicant claims that as ha uas already

drawing a basic pay of R5l?l2000/- pfb^ as medical Officer

with the Punjab Qovrt^ respondents should have protected

that pay upon his joining as a probationer as IRSi^

Applicant's counsel has not cited any rule or

instruction compelling respondents to protect the pay

drawn by applicant as medical Officer upon his joining

IRS as a probationer"^ Indeed respondemts state that

applicant's pay as a probationer in IRS would be governed



V
'.i 2

?!T

by FR 22 B(i) (a)> and as appllt^nt did not hold a

lian on the post of WedloSl Officar onc^r Punjab

Qov/il^j he ctoes not get the baiafit of the proviso

to m 22 B(i)(a)i

In the light of the contents of FR 22B(i) (a)

U8 find ooraelves unable to grant applicant the

relief prayed fbr and reliance upon the ruling in

1994'Supple^(2) SCC 548 cited by applican 1^®s counsel

does not advancP applic0nt*3 case'l

&1 The OA is dismissed^ No cos tail

(stRiAOIGE)
yiCE CHAIR11A«(A)f

( KULOIP SINGH )
MEPIBER(3)
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