y - ) , bysesd pa

s d CENTRﬂL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
BANGALDRE BENCH

Commercial Complex(BDA),

_ ( .522;:';!22“2'.@0 0%
Application No. /55’6) i ) Dated the>) 'ocf, 86,
7 (o3 3T [a4 - c prnsiy, ™ Y
)] T »nalh o0 05 6/1@/‘{’77 KB{, Jj )
Rlo plet no 30 . & ’5(N° “Easn
4? & aersr? .
fadﬂfﬁﬂuc‘ﬂgf .8) The . DA (O(f_.)'

D Ummcpmﬂa T’v@aS’e‘-W“”‘y Souh, TEYyniye g’é%’“

e rad~y Q) Finonce .
O}I% ;,mcae .Cou%/’,; % /WCWM ! 4 7,2 Accaané Og/?‘a’
&)7/‘73 c?é’rmf'ro//e?gm”"j% Do pz o Pty Pﬂc:L Og"/’ﬂeg“

o ecoDelAs -
K. KP4 Subject: SENDING COPIES OF ORDER PASSED BY THE BENCH 462#7 >

IN APPLICATION NO. 155’9/5’5(7

SN

Please find enclosed herewith the copy of the Order/dnterim-Brder—
passed by this Tribunal in the above said Application on /- (6~ st .

: =
SECTIDN OFFICER
~3Judicial)

Encl: As above,
Copy 70
) Sy ﬁj&nma K500 S gﬁaﬁaﬁuﬁ@c{

Rlo_plot w036 &7 S No 4842/p° b pplicant
\SQD(MM Vanouopny Be /Mwm .

7
2 v M. Valudevtn o
Contral Gove Sladng
Cocnsel 4/76 Cﬂaf/ﬂu/d’
/30 ,%,_a lore Sbooo s

/?Qsoomcﬁn{ QCQLIDC;;Z; .



.Appﬁéant

Advocate for

Applicant

i Bt f
b "l: -F i
‘ "ORbER SHEET

Apphcatmn No |6gq -

r}‘i “””“‘"‘1[!‘“!&!!!5'13!3!!31ﬁ!!1[]3'1[]31![]3&(1!35?!!1[ﬁb1f1f13
lW”CPlIIIBII!IJilh ADDITIONAL' li!ﬁ!i(:li,
131!1!(31[13()1!]3 _ T

of 198 £;(EIT) ;

Respondent

Advocate for kespondcnt

N 1

Date

Office Notes

i
Orders of Tl’lblfl‘lal

\

1410,1985

[xsrerpsm

Thls is a tranéfarred applicatii
received from the Cuuri of the
Prlncipal fiuneiff, Beloaum. The cas

Juwas called today_but ‘the applicant i

not presentieven thouch notice has
duly teen served on him, Shri Me.Vast

J deva Radj liardéﬁ_cnmntel appears fo

the respondents. The matter.is, the
fore, decided on mérit in the absent
of the appllcant. g

The appllcant rethred on 1.8,82
as a Cashier.in the 0ffice of the
Accounts Officer, MLI Camp, Belgaum.
From 1,4,1981 to the date of his
retirement he was workinc as Cashier
puring this period he Wwas beinc paid
& speciel pay’ OF»&?HO/F per month.
His tlaim is that his kpecial pay
‘should haue been' increased to Rs.50/=

- from «1C6B2 because the averace

monthly diébursement of cash during

"1982-83 exceeded Rs, 1 lakh., However,

we find that, according to the rules
coverninc the subject,! special pay t
be sanctioned for a particular finan.
cial year is linked to the averace
monthly distursements pf the
immediately preceedina firancizl yea
and not cf that year itself. The
Controller of Defence Pccounte raises
the special pay for t]gs post from

Re40/= to F.50/= from fthe financial
year 1383-84 because € avErace
monthly disbursement rinc 1582=83
exceeded Rl lakh. THe period
durinc which the applicant was a
cashier and for whlch!he claims =Bg
hicher special pay fell in financial
vear 15B2-B3 (l.¢. 1982 to 21.2.1583)
and, therefore, Y d
special pay admlSE¢blB to him was to
be reculzted by &he aU£rdDe morthly
disbursement durinc tqe financial
year 1981=82.2-d ror £24
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Thus the cpplicant's claim that
his special pay should have been
regulated according to average monthly
disbursemente durinc 1982-83 itself is

not sustzinable. In view of this, the

‘afplication ie dismissed. No orders as

to the costs.
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B %,y g y Bangalora - 560 038
REVIEW APPLICATION NO, 12/86°° DEC1986
In Application No. __mg /86(T)
meoonx (0.8% Nok 371/84 in e Court of Mansiff,
- . Fo Belgam® :
_ “applicant ST1 J$ Shahapurkar Vs’ Union of India, Min of Fi.mmu & Ors?t
Tol‘“ Sri J 8
urkazr,
. Plot no" 30, c?s e.’M/A
Sadashiv Nagaz, Belgaum. (Applicant)
sl V% ' :
2, The Secretary, |
Ministry of mua. 5, The Accomts Officer I/C
Govt: © PAO (O.Rs) Th ;!I .I. Camp,
De aﬂlont n{ &fon Belgaum -
Sowhh Bloet. ‘New poni-noom* : -
o . .,(hspondonts)
4. The €0, A“ (G:!s*) Seutll”‘ ’

Teynyanpeth, Madras-
Sublect:s SENDING COPIES OF ORDER PASSED BY THE BENCH IN REVIEW APPLICATION

XOOODEXKNX NO. 12 g IN A NO; 1539/:611)

Please find enclosed herewith the copy of the Drderflmmﬁx

passed by this Tribunal in the above said Application on 12-11-867% >

En_ol 3§ as ab_ove.

€m toi- S
‘ 1'* Sri M.S, Vasudeva iao,
' Advocate {qu. hspendonts)
contral Govt“ Standl.ng ol
: ounsei.




BEFORE THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
BANGALO-E BENCH, BANGALOHE

TODAY THE TWELFTH [IOVEIBER, 1986
Present: Hon'ble Mr Justice K.S.Puttaswamy Vice Chzirman

Hon'ble Mr P,Srinivssan Member (A)
REVIEW APPLICATION NO., 12/86
(Original applicetion no, 1589/86)
(disposed of on 1,10.86)

Shriyut Jegannathrao Srinivasrao Shahapurkar,
age 60.years, Occ, Rptired Govt, Servent

R/o Plot No. 30, CTS| No. 4842/A Sadashiv Nsaoar,
Belgeum . .. Applicant
Vs

1. Union of Indie, the Secretary,
Govt, of India, MNinistry of Finence,
Department of Defence, South Block,
New Delhi-110 001,

2. The Controller General of Defence
Accounts, R.K,Puram, Weost Block
New Delhi-110 022,

3, The C.D.A.(O.Rs.) South, Teynyampeth,

Madras 600 018.

4. The Accounts Officer i/c PAO(O.Rs),
the M.,L.I. Camp, Belgaum=590 009. .. Respondents
(Shri M,Vasudeva Rao ... Advocate)
This application hes come up before Court today for

h

3%

aring. Ulember(A) made the following:
©BRDER

In this review applicastion, the applicant wenis us

to Teview our ex parte order dt. 1.10.86 in applicestion
no. 1589/86. In thet order, we had rejected the claim
of the epplicant for an incressed specisl pay és C-shier
of s, 50,00 per month with effect from 1.4.82 because
under the rules, special pay of ks, 50,00 could have been
granted to him only if the average monthly disbursement

of cash in the immedietely preceding year had exceeded

‘13, 1.00 lakh &nd that condition had not been fulfilled.
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2 The applicent present in person weanted us to
heer him on the merits of his originel application

and review our order after heering him, Ve have heard
him fully &s elso Shri M,Vssudeve Rec, lesrned counsel

for the respondents who opposed the claim of the applicant,

Js le ere unsble to see eny merit in the

contentions of the applicent. His claim for special pay

is founded on th: order of the Director Generzl Posts &

Teleyraphs dated 16.5.79 and if he is to be entitlsd

to the increased special pay, the cdnditions set out in

the order have to be strictly fulfilled. The said order

regulating grant of special psy requires that the Head

of Department should certify "on the basis of the previous

financiel year's averege the emount of cash disbursed and

sénction the rate of special pay epproprieéte to thet

guantun®, 'This implies @ clear condition that unless

the monthly disbursement was over %, 1,00 lskh, in
medistely preceding financial year, the hicher rate

pay cennot be nted, In this cese, the

L("

.

cleim is for & hicher special pay of I,

50,00 from 1.4,82, and the average monthly disbursement

in the immediately preceding financial year wes less than
Ps, 1,00 lakh. Ther=fore, under the conditions of the

very order on which he bases his claim for spscial pay, his

(L‘/"\k;/

claim has to fail.
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