CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRY RUNAL
CALQUTTA EENCH

Oefy Noy 1249 of 1996

Present : Hon'ble Mr, Justice SyNy Mallick, Vice-Chairman

Hoen'ble Mr, S, Dasgupta, Administrative Member

Sri A,L, Chatterjee, s/e Late AL,
Chatterjee, retired Superlntendlng
Engineer frem the eoffice of respon-
dent No,4, residing at 159, Jedhpur -
Park Calcutta - 700 068, _ App 1

w{Se

1. Union of Indiea, Secretary through
the Ministry of Defence, Govt. of
India, New Delhi ; -

2* The Chief Contreller ef Defence

7Acc@unts(Pen31on), Allaghabad, Drau-

padi Ghat, U.P, ;

3. The Contreller General Defence
Acc@unts, New Delhi ;

4, The Chief Engineer, Eastem
Command, Fort William, Calcutta - 1. ,
. seed Respondents

Fer applicant :- In persen

For respendents

e

MsJ K¢ Banerjee, counsel
Heard on : 5.2,1998 - _  Orderon ¢ 16,251998
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SN, Mallick, VG

In this application, the petitiener, a retired Government
servant werkiﬁg under the respendents, hés prayed for directing
the respondents to refix his scale of pay and revise his'pensi@n
and te make all arrear payments thereof including retiral bene-

fits with an interest of 18% per annum,
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2; The case in shert is as follews : |

The petitiener while serving in the Military Engineering
Service retired from defence service on superannuatien with
effect from 1.1,77. It is not disputed that en such retirement,
the petitiener get all his dues te which he was entitled on the
scale ef pay enjeued by him at the relevant time, Sometime in
May, 1994, the_petitiener came to knew that his junier one Shri
KeS. 811, whe alse retired as Superintending Engineer got his
pay fixed at higher stage with effect frem 1/1.73 on the basis

of the.recammendatién'efv1st'Pay Cemmissien, On such subsequent
knowledge, the petitiener has since then appreached the respon-

dents on repeated eccasions to refix his pay and to allew him
revised salary arrears, gratuity, pensien etc Accerding to the
petitioner, he was promoted to the post of Superintending Engi-
neer in 1972, @hereas Sri K,'S, Sil(net a party to thié petitien)
got his premotien to the said pest in 1973, The main stery ef the

petitioner has been described in para-4(vi) of the applicatien,

It iss tated that with effect from 1,1.73, Sri Sil's pay was fixed
at 15,1680/~ wheregs the pétiti@nér's pay was fixed at #5,1650/=-,
Because of such initial wrong fixation of his pay lesser than

his junior, the petitiener submits that he has suffered a great
financial less relating te his salary in the grade pay. as well as
in the matter of disbursement eof his pensionary banefits. |

3. Para-4(vi) ef the applicatien alse indicates that the peti-
tioner came to knew of the désparity of pay fixatien ih comparison
with Sti Sil in 1973/74; He says that on 1,773 his revised pay
should have been 15,1740/~ instead of Rse 1560/=, Rs41800/= on 131,74,
Bs31900/~ en 1,1,75 and Rs;2000/- on 151,76, Many allegatiens have
been made in the body of the applicatien relating to the indifferent
attitude shewn by the respendents te dispese of the petitioner's
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representatieny
4, The respendents have denied all the allegations ef wrong
fixation of pay discriminatien in the reply filed en 3,;1.97 and
- the supplementary rgply filed on 24,1197, It is the specific
case of the respondents that at ne point ef time, the pay of
Shri Sil was fixed at higher stage in the pest of Superintending
Engineer on his premotion or after refixatien of pay on the
basis of the recemmendatien ef the 1lst Pay Commissiony Admittedly,
on the d ate of retirement of the petitioner ije., 31:12796, the
petitioner's pay was fs.1740/-. The entire case of the respendents
as detailed in paras 9 te 13 of the supplementary reply supported
by the cépies of the efficial papers and documents as per
Annexure 'X' gees to show that on the revised scgle, the pay ef
Sri Sil as on 1,T.76 was RBse1740/=., Admittedly, the petitiener's
pay on the d ate of hisretirement ije, 31.,12,76 was Rse1740/=4
5.  In view of the a bove facts and circumstances borne out by
the officialmcords, we find ne substance in the instant appli-
cati@n, in which the petitioner has appeared in persen to argue
his ewn case, It seems that the petitioner under a wr@hg impre-
ssioen of his junier getting a higher'pay than him has filed this
application fer a remedy. The whole case is unfeunded, Furthermere,
there is no regson for the petitiener f@ appreach this Tribunal
after a lapse of 12/13 years) In that view of the matter also,
the applicatien is time-barred, |
6. The applicatien is, therefere, dismissed witheut any erder

as toe oasts,

e @y/
. ’
( S. Dasqupta ) ( SIN; Mallick )
Membe r(A) Vice~Chairman




