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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, JABALFUR BENCH
| | GIRGUIT COURT STPTING AT BILASEUR |
| original Ap[!)__l’;igation No. 700 of 2005
Bilas.puj:. this the 7th day of March, 2006

Hon 'ble Sh‘-"l JuStJ.ce B. Rnigrahi, Chairman
Hon'ble Shri Shankdr Prasad, Administrative Member

S.N. BFtro, S/0. l.ate Shri S.V. Ratnam,

aged about 69 years, R/o, Maharani ward, .
Jagdaipur, District s Bastar (CG). cos Applicant
(By Advocate = Shri Prafull N. Bharat)

Versus

1. Union of India, through the
Secretary, Ministry of Home [
Affairs, Government of India, {
Loknayak Bhawan, New Delhi. '

2. The Joint Secretary (FER),
Ministry of 'Home affairs,
New Delhi. |

3. The Asstt. Settlement Comm:.sszoner,
Rembllz.tatlon Division,
(Settlement Ministry of Home Affairs),
Jisalmeir House, Mansingh Road, : ‘
New Delhi. eee Respondent s

QR DER (Qral)

By Justice B. Panigrahi, Chairmen -

The applicant was serving as a Sem.or Accountant in

Davndkiarniya &o j‘eT:t and was placed in the pay scale of Rs.,

210-380/-. It was revised to RS. 425-640/- with effect from
1.1.1973; Accordihgly, the pay of the applicant wals fiXed.‘.“
at Rs. 580/- 3s op 1.1.1973. The next date of increment waS;

A v &M;wa
15.2. 1973]_wh1.cthas raised to Rs. 600/-. He reached the.

maximum of Rs. 64!0/— on 15.2.1975. He took voluntary
retirement from sfer)vice on 31st August, 1980. &t the time ]
of his reti;emeni_ he was in the scale of Rs. 425-640/-.
Hursuant to the orders of the Cuttack Bench of the Tribunal
in Oh No. 164/1990 & Ob No. 165/1990 the piy scale of Rs.
425540/~ was revised to_Rs. 550=900/~ wee.f, 1.1.197__3f His

pdy thus became Rs. 780/- on 1.8.1980. The applicant

% submitted & repz;efsentation sometime in 1993 and followed it



R ®2

up with reminders the last one being in July, 2004, It is

stated that th?re Wwas Some error.
| © |

2. It is a s‘ttled position of law that repeated

/& exlend
representations do not represent the period of limitation.
The Qb hAs been moved 12 years after 1993 orders and after
a lapse of abon{1t 23 yedrs of his retirement. It is

unresasonable to ‘ente'ntain such representations after expiry

of such long period of limitation. It is settled pos‘ition

that even if some efror ha.s' been committed by the

respondents, no judicial directions can be issued after _suTh
'1'omj lapse of t}:ime. -Since the pay of the applicant has been
revised on the’basis of the judgment of the other Bench of

the Tribunal tk’xe applicant could have no other grievance.

; .Ac’c_otl_ding'ly, there is no merit in this case and the O is
ismissed. No ¢osts.
dismissed. No costs o r{\,.u)
MM‘&.& ' o ' %/w
(Shenkar Prasad). | (B.* Panigrahi)
Administrative !Member Cheirman
i
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