
central ADfniNlSTRATlV/E TRIBUNAL PRINCIPAL BENCH

P  ̂VA.No?2 58g^-9p
Neu Delhi: this the ^1. day of May,20 0 0?

Hon*bis Mr; ? SiRTAdige , Vice Chaiiman(A)'?

Hon*ble Mr^ Kuldip Singh^' Member (3)

Shri G?R?^Balodhi,
s/o Late Qobind Ram Balodhi,"

Working as Technical Officer in'
the central. Building Research Institute (CSIR)
Roorkee (Up) .'Applicant?

(By Adybcate: Shri K?NTBahuguna)

1? Council of Scientific &
Industrial Research

''Anusandhan Bhauan*7 ^

Rafi Margf
N0J Delhi-1

'2?. Director^
Central Building Resarch Institute

Roorkee (up) .....Respondents?

(None app oared)

^'^rder--^

Applicant seeks a direction fbr payment of

honoraria/consultancy fbr the uori< done by him' as a

team manber from 1986 till 1996 x?a? till the

completion of project ©Fb?l5y000/- per year fbr the

years 198 6, 1987 and 1 988; and @ fefSD^OOO/- per year

fbr the years 198 9; 19^; 1991? 1992? 1993 and 1994

as has been granted to other similarly situated in

the Naitov«daya yidyalaya Project?

2 ?. ye havjg heard applicant's counsel Shri Bahuguna?

None appeared for respondents? As this is a very

old case oe, ape disposing it off after perusing the

materials on record and hearing Shri Bahuguna?

OX



i. 2

3::^

k
Respondents in their reply statP that applicant

fell under the category of.'supporting staff as he belongs

to Group II Scientific and Technical Stream of

Respondent Institutsf] They state that the issue

of distribution of honoraria uas referred to a .

Committee constituted to look into the griev/ances

of bene fi ciaarie s/claimants of honoraria/consul tancy ̂

Applicant appeared before the Committee and after

hearing him^ the Committee recommended that he may

be paid an additional amount of Rs'floifGO0/- onlyrf

Applicant uas sanctionedRsflOvOOOA but he refused to

accept' the same^ They state that the pattern of

distribution of horwrarium uas as follousj

Team of Consultants - 65=11

Other S & Techlfstaffi - 1

Supportir^ Staff*' U. 15^

CSIR yelfaie mnid i 5%

Ai* These assertions of respondents in their

reply haye not been challenged or denied by applicant

in any rejoinder'f

egoing facts", .cd case has5^< In the light o f the for

been made out by applicant to uarrant interference

in this OA uhich is dismissed® !\b costs^i

( KOLDir SIfiCH )
nCfl BCR (3 ) -(sIrva dice -

yiCE CHAIRnAN(A)*;-'
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