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CENTRALAJ]vUNI S IRATIVE TRIBUNAL
ALL~PBAD BENQ-I ALLIHABAD.- --

Allahabad, this the 7th day of rv1ay 2002.

QUORJJ'vt: HON. MR. C. S. CHADHA,A.M.
HQl':!!.-MR• ..ihK. ~HA..TNA~ J .M.

O. . No. 198 of 1999.

Dr. S. S. Bhatia, Proj ect Co-ordinator, AICfP in PIGS, Indian

Veterinary Research Institute, Izatnagar (UP) - 243 122.

Applicant •• • • • • • ••••

Counsel for aopl'icant : Sri A. K. $rivastava.

Versus

1. The Director, Indian Veterinary Research Institute,

Izatnagar.

2. The Director General, Indian Council of ,ogricul tural

Rese arch, Krishi Bhawan, NeJ'.J Del hi.

3. Union of India through the $ecretary to the Govt., f~inistry

of Pgricul ture, Krishi Bhawan, N€iiJ Delhi.
'ji-

4. The Secretary to the Govt. of India, Department of

Education, I'~inistry of Human .Aesources Dev el ojrne nt , Shastrj

Bhav.J an, Nev Del hi. •••• ..... hespondents .

Counsel for respondents : Sri B.B. $irohi.

OLD E .K (ORAL)

B~Y~H~ON~.__;~~n_'~•.__C~._S_._CHADH.~__A.~~

The applicant was working as a ~enior Pr inc Lpal

Scientist in the department of Indian Veterinary hesearch

Institute, Izatnagar, UP when he was served VJith the :iJnpugned

notice of retirement dated 11.3.97. Counsel for the applicani

has said that since he is a, scientist, his retirement age

should be 62 and not 60. However, we were info.uned by the

counsel for respondents that no decision has been taken in

this regard raising tbe age of such Principal ..;)cientists from

60 to 62 after the implementation of the Pay Ccmmission

iieport v:I.e.f. 1.1.1996. In fact, their case has been

r ecrmme nded for a final decision by the cabinet long back



: 2 :

but no such decision has been taken. Counsel for responden-ts

has also cited the ruling of t!le Principal Bench in 0.1'\.1\:0.

2560/98 and OM. No.166/99 in which the Principal Bench merely

stated t>at the applicant can only request the cabinet to

take an early decision in the matter. Until and unl ess a

cl ear stipul a-cion is made by the Govt. of India that the cI ass
!lovt·

of1servuJs to whach the appl, i cant belong S S houl d supernuat e,
~

at the age of 62, the rule s appl icabl e in darch 97 to ~;.i;" ~

category have to be followed. L1erely because a reciuest has

been made, even if highly justified, it cannot be enf orced

unl ess a decision is taken by the Govt. of India.

2. In vieN 0: the above, we find nothing irregul ar

with the dmpuqne d order dated 11.3.97. Therefore, the C. A.

has no merit and is rej ected. EO'vJever, interest of justice

woul d be served if at 1east for fut ure cases, the Govt. of

nd.i e takes an early decision in the matter so that such ';r

1 i tig at ion is avoided.

No order as to cost s,


