CENTRAL ALMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
BOMBAY BENCH.,

"&,.'3’*..'.' .
Original Application No. 961/92

Transfer Application NO, —cmeo

Late of decision 2-7=1993

D.V,Botale & 36 ors.
Petiticners

S
‘ Versus
UCOOIC & O.rs‘
Respondent
A R ,,;LT‘ .
1¢.P lM.Pradhan Advocate for the Respondent(s)
coram :
The Hon'ble ghri -Justice M,S.Deshpande,Vice~Chairman
.

, ' ' /
A The Hon'ble shri M,Y,Priolkar, Member{A')

1. Whether the Reporters of local papers may be allowe§$35
. see the Judgement ? ,

2. To be referred to the Reporter or not ? —_—

3. yhether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of
€ Judgement ? A

4. Whether it needs to be circulated to other Benches of
the 1ribunal 7 '

(1.5 .DESHPANDE )
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BEFORE THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
BOABAY BENCH

0.A.961/92

D.,V.Botale & 36'Ors.,

C/O. S.V, v’ialvankur

Advocate,

3, Maheshwar Socty.,

Phirojshah #ehta Road,

Vile Parle(E),

Bombay - 400 057. .. Applicant
-Versus-

Union of India and
Four others. .. Respondents

Coram: Hon'ble Shri Justice M.S.Deshpande
Vice-Chairman,

Hon'ble Shri M,Y.Priolkar,
Member({A)

Appearancesg?
1, Mr.S.V.,Malvankar
Advocate for the
applicant,
e, PoMoPradhan
Counsel for the
Respordents.
ORAL JUDGMENT 3 Date: 2-7-1993
(Per M.S.Deshpande,Vice-Chairman {

The 37 a-pplicants herein seek a
declaration that they are entitled to get
Daily Allowance during the period of their
‘training to the appointment of higher post
including that of ASSIT and to direct the

respondents to draw and disburse the amount

due to them.

2. The applicants were deputed for training
at outstations in September and Gctober, 1989

and in September,1990 for a period of nine

months. Their claim to D.A. was refused by the
respondents by peinting out that they are bound

| by order dt. 16-6-88 (Ex.’Y; éo the reply)
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5  and

issued by the Asstt.Director General(TE)

Department of Telecommunication.

3. It is not neceéséryeto refer to the
contentions raised by the applicants as the
matter is covered by the decision of the
Ernakulam Bench of this Tribunal rendered 1n
0.A. Nos.546/91,-548/91 and 567/91 and the
decision of the érincipal Bench in C.A. No,

1449 /92 Rajkumer Bajaj & 20 Others. vs.

Union of India. The only contention Mr.Pradhan
r;ised before uslin the context of this decisiony
was that some of the applicants had applied

to the department and the;r'app;ications are
still pending and so far as they are concerned
the application Qould be prgmatgre. We are not
jmpressed by thi$ submission because there is no

Wity -
L?an be granted to the

feason why the reliéf
applicants whoseéclaimshavé been denied, which-
should not be granted to those whose applica-

tions are still pending with the department,

4, In view of the decisikons to which

we have referred above we direct the respondents
to pay Daily Allowance to which they would be
entitled when they were deputed for fhe
training. This payment should bé made within
three months from the date of receipt of a copy

L]

of this order.

(M.Y.PRIOLKAR) (M.S.DESHPANDE )
Member(A) ' . Vice-Chairman
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