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This the 7th day of' April, 2003 

HONiBLE SH. KULDIP SINGH, MEMBER (J) 

Shri Kirpa Ram, 
Retd. Sub-Head, 
r, /-. 	i M- 	'rc 	 i 	- r/J n.;' , . 1 , rth3 uuiah, 
Nareia, Delhi - 110 040. 	 •••••.• Appllcant 
(By Advocate: Sh. R.P.Luthra) 

Versus 

1 	• Union of India, 
Through: 	The Secretary, 
Railway Board, 
c-a 	1 	Bhdw 
New Delhi. 

 Union of India, 
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Through: 	The Secretary, 
Ministry of Personnel Public Grievances & Pensions, 
Department of Pension and Pensioner Welfare, 
Lok Nayak Bhawan, 	New Delhi 

 The General Manager, 
Northern Railway, 
Baroda House, 
New 	Delhi. 

 Director, 
Public Grievances, 
Railway Board, 
New Delhi. 

 General Manager 	Accounts, 
Northern Railway, 
Baroda House, 
t- 
	Delhi. i i 
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 Chief Accounts Officer, 
Northern Railway, 
Baroda House, 
New Delhi Respondents. 
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By Sh. 	Kuldip Singh, 	Member 	(J) 

Heard counsel 	for applicant. 

2. Applicant 	n 	this 	case prays for a direction 	to 	the 

respondents 	to 	revise 	his 	pay 	scale by 	giving 	the 

retrospective 	effect 	to the office order dated 	26.2.81 	and 

with all its consequential benefts. 

ima 
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The fac;ts in brief are that the applicant is working as 

Sub-Head -in the pay scale of Rs.425-700 and he superannuated 

on 31.1.81. 	The SCiCCtlOfl grade was of Rs.550-750 	was 

introduced for the post of Sub-Head vide letter dated 28.2.81. 

This letter makes it. clear that these orders have to take 
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sanction of the President. Appilcant wants as to hOld that 

this letter which has made the selection grade available to 

the category of Sub-Heads from 26.2.81 it. should be made 

applcable to the applicant from a retrospective date at least 

from the date the applicant had retired. 

Applicant further submits that the proposal to introduce 

selection grade was mooted some time in August 1980 and it is 

because of the departmental correspondence delay has occurred 

in -implementation of the selection grade. Had it been 

approved in the month of September 1980 then applicant would 

have been granted selection grade. In my view this plea of 

4 	
the applicant has no merits because for taking such a decision 

a lot of correspondence and lot of thought has to be given 

before int.roducing a selection grade or t.aking such type of 

decision. Besides that, in the impugned order, the respondents 

have categorically stated that thli' introduction of selection 

grade with prospective date had to be uniform in all such 

cases applcant. cannot. be  made any exception to that. 

5, 	in the alternate, counsel for applicant had also prayed 

for that if he is not granted selection grade than at least 

his pension should be revised since the pay scales have been 

revised t.hereafter and as per the counsel for applicant in 



(3) 

s 	t 	 nention rad with uide nes for refxationuoro 	s C.  

of 	pension etc. for pre 1986 perisioners/fanu ly pensioners. 

Counsel for app] icant. emphasised u p o n sub-para 3 of p a r a 11 

where Occasions on which the pay of the post held by the 

	

od from the date frompensioner was revsed between t 	i 	 L. 

which pension was sanct.ioned till 1.1.1986. 	Such revisior 

could have taken place due to communi c;at.i on of revised pay 

scale or on implementation of Central Pay Commission or 

- 	 .-..c •J-L-. 	--4 	;-+. _+:__ 	'4- U.JJII Li 	.He oau Li Mru1L.r.fLn). 

as regards the revision of revised pay scale is concerned 

since I have already held that implementation of selection 

grade cannot be made retrospective as applicant cannot be made 

exception to the general rule so this sub-para 3 of para II 

does not help the applicant, Hence there 15 no merits in the 

OA and the same has to be d 41 sm 41 ssed. 

KU L D ISINGH) 
Member (J) 


