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CORAM: Hon'ble Shri S R. Adlge, Vlce Chairman_
' Hon'ble Shri g.L. Jaln, Member(J)

Bahan'uandu Suryawanshi .

Residing at Rekdafarm,.v

Post Wadsi, -

Taluka: Bhadgaon,‘ , :
District: Jalgaen.. v © .e..Apnlicant

- f“ﬁiﬁ::il)<l:iiﬁ)<iiiib

V/s o

1. The Unien of India, ' .
S (Through Controller General
- of Defence Accounts, West Bleck
V. Ramkrishnapuram, '
New Delhi - 110 066

2. Chief Contreller of Einance. :
& Accounts (FYS) 10vA - o '
~ Aukland Road, - ) >
- Calcutta - 700‘001. - T e S

- 3, ) Chief- Contraller -of Defehce‘

Aceounts, (Pensions)
"Allahabad (U. P )

L. Sr. Accounts O*flcer,
Ordinaance Factory,
' Varangaon, v .+ ...HResnondents

By Advecate Shri R.K. Shetty.
c o - .ORDER (ORALZ

- T - ow s W ——

§ Per 2.R, Adige, Vlce_ChairmanQ

" The épplicaét impugns rqspondéhfS‘brder dated

“12,8.1998, seeking the benefit of CAT, Calcutta Bench

order dated 2. 6.1995 in OA 1048/90 in the case of

P ijan Blharl Chakratorty V/s Union of Indla and others.

He ‘seeks grant of special pey of Rs. 35/- from 20.4, 1985
S till 20 4, 1988 and from 20. & 1958 onwards.
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2. : None apneared for /the applicant when the case called
upsn.  Shri RUR, Shetty amreared on tehalf of the
respondenrs., '

3; Tﬁe appiicantfé contention is that two of his
‘Juniors one Shrl S.S, Prasad and another D.V.S, Nadar, .
were draw1ng more. nay than hlm despite teine his jubior&
 Shri Shetty had drawn our attention te resmondents
renly in which it has been stated that 2.S. Prasad.

hacd never drawn 3@y}higher than the.annficant duriﬁg

the entire service career. Se far as the case of - A
L.V,S, Nadar is concerned Shri-Nadar started. drawing“
higher pay than the apalicant not on account of the
special pay of Rs. 35/— belng drawn bty hlm,but because
he had epted to fix his pay ‘on apoointment to Senier

,: Grade Auditor with effect from 1.11.1981 from the date

of accrual of increment in the lower grade, and

. accordinglv derlved the benefit whereas the aewllcant

did not ont for this beneflt and seught nay fixation
immediately on his nromotion with effect from 20.1.19e1.
These assertion contained‘in respondenf's reoly have not

teen denied in any rejoinder filed, by the apellcant.
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4, That apart, the impugned orderAdateﬂ 12.L.1998

whlle the present OA was filed on 22. 10 1999 and !s

therefore hit by llmltatlan under ~ect10n 21 of AT Act.
(5 7

Therefore “the 0A warrent no 1nterference and thvzn@cac

dismls .ed, No costs.

: ! NA\N //’ o /72;/éé.2”

(s.L. Jaln) (S.R.AQigd)
Member(J) - - Vice Chairman
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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
MUMBAT BENCH, MUMBAT

REVIEW PETITICN NC 20/2002 1in
ORIGINAL APPLICATION NC: 1049/99

CORAM: Hon’ble Shri B.N. Bahadur, Member (A)
Hon’ble Shri S.L. Jain, Member (J)
Baban Sandu Suryavanshi ...Applicant
V/s
Union of India and others. . . .Respondents.

By Advocate Shri R.R. Shetty.

TRIBUNAL’S ORDER ON REVIEW PETITION NO 20/2002 DATED:28.11.2002

\

This 1is an application under Rule 17 of the

0

AT
Procedure Rules 1387 for review of the order pased in 0A 1049/93

2. The applicant has filed Review Petition No. 22.4.2002
alongwith delay condonation application. The ground stated in
delay condonation application 1s that after receipt of copy of
the order, the Advocate of the applicant addressed a letter to
the applicant alongwith copy of judgement. The applicant receijved
the letter sometime in the first week of April 2002. It is worth

mentioning that the certified copy of the order was supplied to
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advocate on
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The applicant very c¢leverly not

mentioned the date on which the advocate has addressed the letter

to him, and when posted. He has also not placed the lettar
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alongwith envelop on record to satisfy the Tribunal about the

said Act. The delay can be condoned provided all the facts are
: [
truely mentioned and supportedby relevant documents. In such

circumstances we do not find any ground to condone the delay as

no documents are placed on record.
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3. In the result the M.P. for condonation of delay deserveé
to be dismissed and 1is dismissed accordingly. Therefore the
Review Petition being barred by ‘time also deserves to be

o 18 DISmSSS)
dismissed as suchy No order as to costs.

I
(8.L.Jain) . Bahadur)

Member (A) Member (A) ~



