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K.P.ACHARYA,MEMBER(J) In this application under section 19 of the

|

JUDGMENT

Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985, the applicant prays
for a declaration © be entitled to a pay scale of

Rs,380-560/- and also claims for promotion to t he Selection

Brade,

2. Shortly stated, the case of the applicant is thh
he is a junior Mechanic under the Dandakaranya Development
Authority having been appointed with effect from 2.5,1963

in the pay scale of Rs,140-175/-, On 25,6,1965 the applicant

was redesignated as a Mechanic and after the Third Pay

Commission report was accepted by the Government of India,
the applicant has been given the pay scale of Rs,330-480/-
wheredas the applicant has claimed the pay scale of Rs,380-56
and for promotion to the selection grade, Hence, this

application with the aforesaid prayer,

3. In their counter, the respondents maintained

that the claim of the applicant is misconceived on e

[,

guestion of fact, The claim of the applicant is to be
dismissed in limine with costs as the same is barred by

limitation,

4, We have heard Mr,A.,K,Mohapatra, learned counsel
for the applicant and Mr,A,B,Mishra, learned Senior Standing
Counsel (Central) at some length, Learned Senior Standing
Counsel (Central) raised a preliminary objection that the

grievance of the applicant relates to a period soon after

\;?e Third Pa¥ Commission Report was accepted by the
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~ Government ¢if India and such being the situation, the
provisions contained in Section 21 of the Administrative
Tribunals Act would operate against the applicant and the
case should be dismissed, Ofcourse, this was stiffly opposed
by Mr,Ashok Kumar Mohapatra, learned counsel or the applicant,
But we are sorry as we cannot take cognizance of the
cause of adtion which has arisen beyond three years
prior to the date on which the Act came into force i.e.
1XL1985, In such circumstgnces, we have no other option
? but to accept the contention of learned Senior Standing

Counsel (Bentral),

So far as the prayer & the applicant for:promo-
tion to the selection grade is concerned, the concerned
authorities may consider the case of the applicant for
promotion and pass necessary orders as deemed fit and

proper according to Rules,

5. Thus, this application is accordingly disposed

of leaving the parties ™ bear their own costs,
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