CENTRAL AINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, ALLAHABA) BENCH

Dated: allahebad, the 6th day of February, 2001l.
Coram: Hon'ble Mr. Justice Ashok Agamwal, Chaiman

Hon'ble Mp. 5. Dgyal, A.M.

ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO, 1235 CF 1994

Yaél'twant Govind Paranj ape,

s/ o Late Sri G.R. Paranj ape,
r/ o 848/513, Thakur Prasad lane,
| Daraganj, Allahebad-6.

i ae e e olhopl iGant
(By Advocate Sri A.N. Sinhea) ;

Versus

1. The Comptroller and Auditor Generalyof India,
10, Behadur sShah <Zafar Marg, New Delhi.

2. The Union of Ipdia, through theSecretary,
Ministry of Finance, Lepartment of Exependiture,
New Delhi.

3. The Union of India through the Secretary,
Lepartment of Personnel Public Grievances & Pension,
Ministry of Home Affairs, New Delhi.
. d 4. The Principal Accountant General,

Ofrfice of the AG ( AE) I, allahabad.

5. The Accountant General U.P. {Audit) I,
office of the AG (audit) I, UP, allahabad.

+ « - . . Hespondents
(By Advocate Sri $. Chaturvedi)

with

ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO. 1238 COF B 1994

A. N. Tiwari,
s/o Late Shri Mghabir Tiwari,
447/132/3 Alopibagh,

All ahabad. ‘
. + « ‘#Applicant

(By #dvocate Sri A.N. Singa )
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2.

S

Versus

1. The Conptroller & Auditor General of India
10, Bahadur shah Zafar Marg,
New Delhi. .

2. The Union of Ipdia, through the Secretary,
Ministry of Finance, Uepartment of Expenditure,
New Delhi.

3. The Union of Ipdia, through the Secretary,
Department of Personnel, Pyblic Grievance, Pensions,
Ministry of Hame affairs, New Delhi.

4. The Principal Accountant General,
office of A.G. (A& E) I, U.P., «llahabad

5. The Accountant General (U.P.) auditor I,
Office of the a.G. (Audit)-I, U.P.
All ahébad.

. . . » Bespondents

( By Advocate Sri S. Chaturvedi)

ORDER ( OPEN GOURT )

— - e s e s

Two Original @pplication Nos. 1235 of 1994
and 1238 of 1994, having the same issues and law, have

been heard together and by a common order is being

disposed of.
1/,

g AR This applications hastbeen filed for setting
a~d 21-2-94 L

aside the order¢dated 25.7. 94 passed by the Respondent
No.5, rejecting the representationsfor granting similar
relief as granted by this Tribunal in'TA No.241l{ T) of
1987. Djrections were also sought to the Respondent
Nos.4 & 5 to pranote the applicantg who 52;;& senior
section Officeri/ as per Gradation List with reference
to his junior with effect from 12.6.80, with all

consequential benefits.
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. 2 The leameg counsel for the respondents

has contended before us that the claim of the applicante
is not tenable ang that the issue has been settleq

by a Ljvision Bench of this Tribunal by the order dated

22,8.2000 in OaA Nos. 733 and 734 of 1994, The said

order shows that the Tribunal found that promotions
were granted to persons Junior by an order dated

11,9, 84 and the applications had been filed in 1994

del ay, Even On merits, the claim of the applicant
was found unsustainable by another DlVlSlon Bench of

this Tribunal.

in Civil Appeal No. 4036 of 1993 dated 24 2.94 in which
in the case of ori G. P. Khare it was decided that the
Tel ief granted by the Central .-\cnlnlstratlve Tribunal,
Allahabad Bench to Sri O P. Khare was confined to him
alone and there Was no pronouncement of law on the
issue made, de also find that the Respondents have
placed reliance on the order of +the Chandigarh Bench
of Central Adninistrative Tribunal in TA No.ll-C l of
1992 dated May 5, 1995, ip which in a aJIDJldI’ Situation,
the relief. claimeg by the applicant Was considered as
devoid of merit, because the e] igibility considerations
required that the service of 14 years in Section Officerts
grade or crossing of 3/4 span of pay Of ordinary grade

- Was essential and the appllcants did not fulfil the
eligibility condition, but were claiming the relijef

merely on the ground that their Juniors have been pramoted,
Hence, on merit as well as on ground of limitation,

we find that the relief is inadmissible and the applicatim
are, therefore, dismissed with no Order
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MEVBER (A)

Nath/



