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Dated 3 1,APR 1989

“RPPLICATION NO (%) | 18 /89

rREVIEH
2 In APPLICATION ND. 1aas/es(r) ;
Tb ngional Providant Fund v/‘ Shri M. Mohan Rej

kommissioner, BaﬂBGIOfﬂ

‘The Regionel Provident Fund Commissioner
‘Bhavishya Nidhi Bhavan'

' No. 8, Rajaram Mohan Roy Road

Bangalorc - 560 02s

- Shrd M, Vasudeva Reo

‘Centrel Govt. Stng Counsel
High Court Building

_,Bangaloro - 560 001

“'~,’Subject'=. SENDING COPIES OF ORDER PRSSED BY THE BENCH
jllﬁf-:~ Please fifd enclosed herewith a copy af Q.DERAyﬁmx/xvnxxx*nuxu!¥x
“ passed by tb.is ‘Tribunal in the above said[appllcatlon(at) on _5=-4-89
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BEFORE THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TF IGUNAL
BANGALORE &ENCH, BANGALORE

DATED THIS THE FIFTH DAY OF APRIL 1989.

Presents Hon'ble Shri P.SRINIVASAN .. MEMBER(A)

REVIEW APPLICATICN ND.18/89
(A.No,.1883/88)

Reg. Rove fund Commissicner,
8 Raja Ram mohan Roy Road,

Eangalore 25, «s Review Applicant

VS,
(Shri Mm.vasudsva Red .. Advocate )
M.Mohan Faj,
¢/o Mr.Kannappa,
343 Baneshankari I Stsce,
Srinivasanagar,
Bangalore 50. «e Revisw Respondent,
This application has come up today before this
Tribunal for Orders. Hon'ble Member(A) made the followings
By this application, the respondents in applicstion
No.1883/88 (hereafter referred to as " the respondents") saek

a review of order dated 16.1.1989 by which that applicetion

was disposed of.

2. Shri M.Vasudsve kao, learned aAdditic gﬁ
Government Standing Counse’ it the rESpoﬂdefléfgé; &;e 2
g |
-in the matter, 'g §~§ 7
- S 4
"3, 1 find the Qrﬁe; paveed on 16.1.19%§f£h§%%@%é.
: " T

to ;ha respondents on 18.1.1989. This applicaé%gg;
% 31.3.1985, It is thus deleyed by nearly 4U days,
inter locutory application (IA) filed in this connecticn
seeking condonaticn of delay, the respondents say that the
délay is of 36 days, .The :- ~on for ths delay is s&id to be

due to the tims takan by Feczpondent Ne. 3 having to seek

instructicns from his supericic before he could file this

? { K\?—

-y




application. 1 am unable to accept.this as 8 justifiable

reason 8s the respondents kﬁew well tﬁat an app11cation for

review had to ba filed within 30 deys = which is itself & raasonable
pericd = and that administrative procedures, ;f any, have to be
compeleted within that pericd. Ffor this reason itself this
application desarves to be rejecéed.

4, However, 1 have also considered the mattqr on ma?iﬁs.j

In tne order dated 16;1.1989 dlaposing'o! the original application,
the respondents were directed to revise the subsistiépe ailowance
payable to the applicant with errect from 1.1.1986 Qith rafexance‘

\«_ pay ) ‘ !

to the revisad/to which he would have been elicible from that

. recommondatiana of the Y
date on the implemantation of the/Fourth Pay Commissiocn. The

respondents urge in thzvp:asant application that that Order is

not in céntormity with Rule 6 of the Cehtial Civil Sé:&icas

(Revised Pay) Rules 1986. It may be mentioned here thet sven
in‘thair reply to the original application, the respondents

draw attention to Rule 6 of the CCS (Revised Pay) Rules which

¥ laid down that a sovernment servant under suSpensien as on 1,1.1986

ps %‘;‘
Tl "e "ﬁ; ‘%

duly either to come over to the new pay scafezor to c ntinuetf& %

“T‘t K-

il 5 { 1
his old scale of pay. Since the appncant 7cont?1n YN X/
suspension sven till nou, he has not had the qgﬁortunit. &
|

exercise this eption and till he does so hse cannot ask_farﬁ

revision of subsistence allowanci with roferonca_te the

revised pay ecale, Thie contsgtion stood‘automaticéily rejrtec

AC - U e
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by the order dated 16.1.1989 allouing the claim of the
applicant for revision of subsistence aiiouancs following
a detailed judgement to the same effect §n H.A.KRISHYA NMURTHY VS,

REGIONAL PROVIDENT COMMISSICONER? Application No.100&/88 rendered on

17.8.1988. Therefore, if the respondents are agorisved with
the Order dated 16.1.1989vdisposing of ﬁhn original epplicatioen,
the remedy open to them is to appeal againétvfhat order,

This is not;é,mattar for ravisuw as\thara ies no mistake apparent
fram the record.

5. in the result, the application ié rejoctod‘at

ths stage of admission itself,

. MEMBER(A) : .

bke

éegmr REQISTRAR (JDLTTT
CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
BANGALORE
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