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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, GUWAHATI‘BENCH.
Review application No. 16 of 1998 (1n o.'A.110/954).
'Dgte of Order : This the 8th Day,of'JUne. 199¢9,
Justice Shri D.N.Barual}, Vice-Chairman. |

Shri G.L.Sanglyine, Administrative Member .

1. Comptroiler & Auditor General of India,
New Delhi.

2. Accountant General (A%E)

Meghalaya etc.,
Shillong. ‘ o . + « « Petitioners.

By Advocate Sri a.Deb Roy, ST «C.G.S8.C.-

- Versus -

spri L.Krishna Gopal Singh , . ._3Opposite party.

By Advccate $/Sri G.K.Bhattacharyya &
G.N.Das. .

G.L.SANGLYINE, ADMN.MEMBER,

I

The applicant in the Original;Application is a
Divisional Accountant under the administrative control of
the Accountant General (A%E) Meghalaya etc..Shillong.‘He

Was required to pass the prescribed examination within the

stipulated time of six chances. However, he did not pass

and he was directed to be repatriated to his parént depaft-
ment by Memo dated 16.5.1994. He submitted Orlginal Appllca-_
tion No.110 of 1994 seeklng two special chances granted in
letter No. 2011-N-III/99-93 dated 2.12. 1993. after hearlng
the Trlbunal in the order dated 22.5. 1998 directed the
respondents to give the next available two chances’ to tﬁe "
applicant and till then the applicant ‘shall not be reverted

to his parent department. The respondents have subnmitted
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‘this present Review application asy according to them,two

more chances were not available to him as the'applicaht
had already availed Z(seven) chances as below :

1) In December 1989,
2) In June, 1990,
3) In December, 1990,
4) In June, 1991,
. 5) In December, 1991,
6) In June, 1992 and
7) In December, 1993.
2.  The applicant submitted 0.A.203 of 1992 in which he.
had contended that he had availed only 5 chances and, even
assuming that he had availed hlmself of six chances, he
was still entltled to avail himself of two more chances
before he was finally repatriated in view of the judgment

dated r§.9.1991 in 0.2.72 of 1991 and other o.As. This‘

Tribunal in the common order dated 8.6.1993 dlfechedpamong

~others to count the number of chances already phys;cally

taken by each of the appllcants and in doing sC -the number

of Opportunitles offered but not availed ofs should be

'1gnored. Further, after counting the number of chances-iﬁ

this manner,thcose who hadc physically availed of all' the
six chances shall be given one additional Special chance
for appearing in the test.to be held in 1993 with at least
one month prior notice for preparations. It abpears that
after this order dated'8.6.l993 examination was held in
December 1993. After the aforesaid order of the*Tribunal
the respondents issued a letter No. 2011—N;3/99—93 dated
2.12.1993 to the ef fect that it was decided to give a

maximum of two spec1al chances to pass the examlnatlon as
2

‘an one time measure to the BEmergency DlVlSlOnal Accountants

who had exhausted their normal chances and who were. in -

1
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position as Extra Divisional Accountants as ohhthe ;iate~

of the receipt of the letter. This was hOWever, subjeot'1;.;
to the cohditions that the two special chances would‘be;
allowed to those Extra Divisional Accountants whc had
filed application before the Tribunal or the High Coﬁrt
only after they produce evidence of withdra&al ofjtheiri

cases and made requestrfor the special chances.As already .

-stated,Ls it the applicaht sought the benefit of that

circular in 0.A.110/94. In C.A.144/94 in the order dated

10.4.1997 re jecting the contention of the respondents

that the circular Was not applicable to the applicant in
that case the Tribunal held that those who were not before
the Hon ble High Court or Trlbunal would not be debarred
from gettlng the chances. It was the contentlon of the
respondents in that 0.A.110/94 that the appliCant had’
phy51cally avalled seven chances 1nclud1ng the spe01al‘
chances granted to hlm as per order of the Tribunal dated

: R |
8.6.1993. However, following the order dated 10.4;1997!in

'O.A.l44/94qthe above directions were issued in our order

N .
L

dated 22.5.1998s which.is now'sought to be reviewed.

3. After consideraticn we are of the view that there

is no ground to justify review of the order. Before the

letter dated 2.12.1993 the applicant had availed'thesef

normal chances and the'Tribunal had also allowed him ohei
additional special chance. The letter dated 2.12.1993
provided that a maximum of two special chances were~to be'ﬁ

given to the specified Emergency Divisional'Acccuntants'

1

" who had exhausted their normal chances subJect to the,_

condltlons stlpulated therein. Those chances were. to be
avalled of before 31.12.1994. In the order dated 10.4. 1997

in 0.A. 144/94 it was held that such beneflts would be allowed
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- is hereby dismissed. No order as to costs.

to others élso{ In the 0.A.110/94 the applicants sought

for these two special chances. Following the order dated
10.4.1997 in 0.A.144/94 the applicant was allowed to avail

the two chances. In ‘the ci:cumstances the Review Application

1

( D.N.BARUAH ) |
VICE CHAIRMAN




