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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPAL BEMCB, NEW DELHI.
0.A., No,2054/91 i

Ney Delhi, this the 1LifF day ef T P

HON'BLE SHRI T,N, BHAT, MEFBER (J)
HON'BLE SHRI R.K. AHODJA, MEMBER (A)

Shri O0,P, Dham

S/o Shri S.Re Dham (Lateg.

r/e F=85, 1.1.P. Coalony, hradun

working as Assistant in the

0/o Indian Institute of Petrolium,

Mohkampur, Dehradun, U.P. ee oo Applicant

(through Shri M K, Gupta, Advocate)
Vs,
Council for Ssientific & Indl, Researeh
through its Direster General,
Rafri Marg, New Delhi - 110 001.
Indian Indtitute of Petrolium,
through its Direster,

Mohkampur, Dehradun,
Utter Pradesh = 248005,

To be served through

Shri S.R. Mehra
Respendent No .2,

Shri Prem Singh

ve.. Respondents

(through Shri V.K. Rao, Prexy counsel
for counsel Shri S$ikri, fer
Respondents No, 1 and 5.
None fer Respondent Neo. 3 and 4).

ORDER

——

SHRI R.K., AHOGJA, MEMBER (A)

The applisant wes appointed 1n the eoffice
of Respendent No, 2 a2 a Lower Divisien Clerk
(hereafter rof.rted?as LDC) in 1966 in the grade
of Re.260-400, On 2,3.1978, he was granted a
Bpecial Grzde of Re.310-476, He was thereafter

contd, e 2/=
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scale and net the LOC scale, It msy be that th
Respondents No,3 and 4 got an unintended benefit
becauss of the Sidhuy Committes regommendatiens that
persens holding isclated posts may be given the

next prometienal scale on completion of 11 years of
service, That premotienal scale happens to be
equivalent to the pay scale of UDC, The grant of
this higher pay scale cannet be deemed a fertuitous
circumstance, since it was given ecross the board on
the recommendation of sn expert committes, Orderse
for the seme were issued in 1985, A question could
be reised regarding the need for integratien or the
rules by which inter se senierity wes proposed to

be fixed, Thus, it could be agitated that inter se
seniocrity should have baen on the basis of length

of service and not on the basis of comparative pay
scales, However, that is not the case eof the
Applisant snd he has not challenged the rules but
only the circumetance in which the Respondents 3 and 4
got their promstien to 8 higher scale with retrospective
effect, In that view of the case, the citations
relied upon are of no help eince the circumstances in

the aforecited cases were entirely different,

7 . In the light of the asbove discussions, the

epplicatien is dismissed, Ne order as tc costs,

lo, .
Wecley - - o

<N

R.K, I N,
gt () heen(a)’

Javi/



