CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

NEW BOMBAY BENCH
CIRCUIT AT NAGPUR QSQ

O. A. Nos 810 of 1990

Present ¢ Hon'ble Mr. A.P.Bhattacherya, Judicial Member
Hon'ble Mr. P.S.Chaudhuri, Administrative Member

SMT. CHAMPAVATI SAHA
VS
UNION OF INDIA & ORS

For the applicant ¢ Mr. K.D.Deshpande, counsel

For the respondents ¢ Mr. Ramesh Darda, Govt. Counsel

Heard on § 1863491 ¢ Order on ¢ 20.3.91

ORDER

A.P.Bhattacharya, J.M.:

In this spplication under section 19 of the Adminis-
trative ®ribunals Abt, 1985, the applicant‘has prayed for issuing

direction on the respondents so that she may be placed in the

" scale of Rs. 2000=3500/~ with effect from 1.1.1986 and her arrears

of pay and allowance calculated on that basis from the date ~
mentioned above be paid to her at an early date.

2. The applicant has been working as a Home seiénce/Domestic
Science Teacher in the Ordnance Factory School since 1960. The

Third Pay Commission had recommended Zﬁfcale of pay for the High
School Teachers (sele¢tion Grade) at the scale of PaIKIST

Rs, 740=-880/-. The fourth Central Pay Commission héd rec ommend ed
the revised scale of Rs. 1640-2900/~ for the High School Teachers
(Selection Grade). It is the grievamce of the applicant that while
mak ing such recommendation, the Fourth Pay Commission had not duly
considered the pay-scales for the other categories of Teachers
working under the Central Govt. As per its recommendation, the other

catggories of Teachers, who were in the pre-revised scalesof pay
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of Rs. 550=750/= as well as Rs. 700=900/=-, would be in the
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revised scale of Rse. 2000=-3200/=-., According to the applicant,

at par with the recommendation of the revised scale of pay for
the High School Teachers (SG), their revised scale of pay should
have been Rs. 1640=-2900/-, The applicant s tates further that the
recomnendationsof the Chattopadhyay Commission had been accepted
by the Central Govt. and were made available to the Teachers in
Ordnance Factory Schools with e ffect from 1.1.86. So, it is her
claim that on the basis of the recommendations of the Chattopadhyay
Commission her pay should be fixed in the s cale of Rs. 2000=3500/=
3 The admission of the application has been seriously
opposed by the side of the respondentss

L On a consideration of the facts and circumstances of the
case, we have no hesitation to hold at the very outset that this
applicetion is wholly misconceiveds In her application, the
applicant has challk nged the action of the Fourth Central Pay
Commission as it had not recommended duly fhe revised pay = cales
of the other azme teachers than the High School teachers (SG)e.
It is not understandable to us as to how filing an application in
1990, the applicant can challenge the recommendations of the Fourth
Pay Commission which toock effect from 1.1.86. On the date of
hearing admission of the application, the applicant had filed an
application for condonation of delay. The grounds taken by her
explaming the delay in filing the original application are far
from satisfactory. In her application, she has also prayed for
her placement in the s cale of Rs. 2000-3500/- on the basis of the
recommendation of the Chattopadhyay Commission, But it is curious
to note that in her first representation in that regard which was
submitted on 13¢1.89 (vide Annexure=- C), the applicant had not
mentioned enything about the recommendation of t he Chattopadhyay
Commission. She went on making representations. From the circums-
tances stated above, we have every reason to hold that for

redressal of her present grievance, the applicant had not mmde any
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proper representation to the concerned authorityE'Besides, she
has failed to establish prima facie as to how the scale of pay
of Rse. 2000-3500/~ can be made available to hers Considering all,
we hold that as the applicant has no prima facie case, this |
application is not at all fit for adjudication by this Tribunal.
Accordingly, we dismiss this application summariiy at thé s tage
of admission itself along with the Misc Petition praying for

condonation of delaye.

@/M W’“

(P.S. CHAUDHURI) (4. P.BHATTACHARYA)
MEMBER (4) IV'EMBER(J
203 .91 2053 591
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