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(By Ho=ldr.Suscice KoNath, V.C.}

This a3=licotidr unles 2ule 17 of the
Centrol a‘ministretive Trilmunal (Proceiure) Rules, 1987
has “een fild” for roviouy of our julgement dated
12,12,90 by. hich the adnlicant’s J.A.N2,332/90

vas dismisscd as harrel by time,

2. The gsplicatiom un’cr Section 19 of the

Act was f£il 3 on 5,10,20 t0O claim overtime allowance
£or the neoriod from 17.,12,73 to 3.9,87. The only
r.lcevart fact stated in tht octicion in orler to

seve limitatior vas thet the =2:Hiicant's claim ha?

not rcen rafuze? By tho rag~on’onts £ill the Ziling

>E hiu apgolication uner Sceeticn 19 of the Act. It
;as hel? that . 2sxe argi-ce 32 ar orfer refusin

e Cledim o ovorzinsc Toes —oC sagve limitstion becausc
o claim for overigl:s. coxmioz moc from the date on
vhick ic was zofas. C us fror ha2 Yetn whes Lt oo -

e,

3. Irv CUis o ~llonblos for Zowiolr vl o
ECEoczaT Eo 2 vorar cormaricstione Lo commiozio e
“"is ovostimoe ciainm, Mk -3 L. o comy 25 0 Ul



dated 27.9.88 o the S.D. in which he asked the
apphlicant tO sutmit a claim uly signed Ly the
officer concorned. Annexure-14 is the apolicant's
reply stating that the concerned official had

actvised him that he should rogquest E.II Section

to make OI4 claim for the »2riod from April, 1981

to December, 1382 and thcrzafter the OTA claim for
the pariod from 17,12,73 t2 3,9,.87 would be settled,
Anncxure-15 is the asplicent's letter to Accounts
and Cash Branch requestiic to make available

the Attendance Registers tO enable him to prepare
his OTA claim from 17.12,73 to 3,9.87. Annexure-16
is a report cated15.3,89 of E-II Scction suggesting
that the R.0. Lucknow may D2 requested to certify
the OTA bills with Attemcdancz Register, Annoxure-17
is a letter fate? 13.7.90 2£ the concerned office

to E-II Scection stating that the Attendance Registers
for the years 1973 ard 1974 anld from 1976 to 1986
had been sent to Bstt.Ii Scction by letter dated
4,2,87. Annexure-18 is a lectter dated 17.8,.90 of
the Officer~in-Charge o5.I the concerned Section

again informing the 2-I1 Scction that hedhad nothingin
connection with the Atten‘ence Aegisterg)of the pzrio’

from 1973 and 1987.

4, This is all thc correspondence which is
scaght to Me congider2d in the Review Applicastion

to show that thc applicant he? Heeon nursuing his



claim; ut it is noticeable that at no stage any
authority accuptce? the apnrlicant®s claim 50 as

to constitute an ackna iz’ lgumsnt within the meaning

h

of the Limitation JAct for oxtension of the neriol

th

0f limitatisn, In th< cirtcumstances, we £ind no
error z:pareant on the face Of the record to justify

a revicy of our judgoememt.

5, The Revier avplication is dismissed.
~

Mimbar (4) Vice Chaiman

I
Datea the 9 May, 19S1.
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