MAHARASHTRA ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

NAGPUR BENCH NAGPUR

REVIEW APPLICATION NO.74/2017(S.B.)

Shri Narhari s/o. Ganpatrao Ladikar,
Aged about : 50, years, Occu.: Service,
R/o. Nagpur.

Applicant.

Versus

1) The State of Maharashtra
Through Secretary,
Irrigation Department,
Mantralaya, Mumbai - 400032.

2) The Superintending Engineer,
Vidarbha Hydro-Electrical Lift,
Irrigation Circle, Nagpur.

Respondents

Shri G.G.Bade and P.P.Khaparde, Ld. counsel for the applicant.
Shri H.K.Pande Ld. P.O. for the respondents.

Coram:-Hon’ble Shri M.A.Lovekar, Member (J).
Dated: - 10" March 2023.

JUDGMENT

Judgment is reserved on 06" February,2023.

Judgment is pronounced on 10" March, 2023.

Heard Shri G.G.Bade, learned counsel for the applicant and Shri

H.K.Pande, learned P.O. for the Respondents.
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2. The applicant was appointed as Peon on 28.01.1993. Benefit of first
TBP/ACP was extended to him w.e.f. 21.08.2005 (Annexure A-1) but his pay
scale was not fixed as per 6" Pay Commission. The applicant made
representations (Annexure A-2 collectively). The applicant raised a grievance
that he had passed 10" standard examination which was necessary for Class-IlI
post, therefore he was entitled to TBP/ACP in Class-lll and Grade Pay of
Rs.1900/- and not Rs.1600/- as was done. By communication dated

24.09.2014 the applicant was informed as follows-

HERISE, RIE A et fqenat forler &, w3 & 9099/u.3.
33/Ry/amt FHed Ratiss 9 sAgar 9IRRG 3w Jgal Haid 90 HEA WS
BEIEAR 8 Wiicitct BHAR! S UGR BERA 3R N TG OIA avts
TR Ut desielt Jeitiaien o gect. TA.eAA. uRan it SR
% PAS HBIR! TREoTkR A ACEAS! 8 WAl TG TGeewdt AFGHIAtE
JHASIA AR AEL. BRY At el 3EaA aRw wevengRedta #ifed 313.

R TGN a9t 8 ALY qot 3 Ae UGIewiell Setett sRieel 3 & 900/ -
S. A G MG, MU FRIAR A EAHA AR Boravld AT

By communication dated 01.04.2016 the applicant was further informed

as follows-
JEEd st AR, RuE Wgdl SRR 3Rcel HRic™ iEiaws
Ao UAH T [&atiss-2¢.09.2008 A5 URGE FAY] Betell SRR AREHA
sit. TEER, Al FAA cH FHoR HAAG Al IC-B HeENe UGEEIARAG
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3aLA It fudta Feew Ryt Hita smtcaaS swiad oe-® &t daeseh +
AU I A1 3 Rrepen 3nucEn Fse et gan oar wR aarea eet $.2
3R ™R B IR 33,
NIEWE Tl Fsoe st.ondier, RuE Aien wem qs FAoRg
HAAAGH § M AqS IRMDMEFAR NI WOkt AWSTeliet -6 A daasiott +
A= Fresviaera 3RT Dot fape ficten adl. 3=t Hget 3 3w @ FETE=
HoeIet 3. 7 sh.endiene, R et o Agdl BERA 3Ree! BRIEIE
f2.2¢.09.20048 Asht HoR HIRMA . UAHA B Ak AGA Delell AB.
AEAR a0 Al AP Beiett § ST A IRNONAR US Aol IFHR B
Being aggrieved by these communications instant O.A. is filed.
3. In his reply respondent no.2 has raised following contentions —

The applicant was granted first TBP on 28.01.2005. At the time of his
initial appointment, as per 5" Pay Commission, his pay scale was fixed at
Rs.2550-55-2660-60-3200. As per 6™ Pay Commission, for the post of Peon
carrying pay scale of Rs.440-7440-Grade Pay of Rs.1300 was prescribed. After
the applicant was promoted as Naik under the Compulsory Service Scheme
with pay scale of Rs.4400-7440, his Grade Pay has fixed at Rs.1600. While
entering the service as Peon in 1993 the applicant had not cleared SSC
examination. He cleared it in 1998. He was rightly granted pay scale as per 6™
Pay Commission and Grade Pay of Rs.1600 as per Notification dated

01.11.1995.
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4. A conjoint consideration of aforequoted contents of impugned
communication and reply of respondent no.2 makes it clear that there is no

merit in the O.A. The O.A. is accordingly dismissed with no order as to costs.

(M.A.Lovekar)

Member (J)
Dated — 10/03/2023
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| affirm that the contents of the PDF file order are word to word same as

per original Judgment.

Name of Steno : Raksha Shashikant Mankawde
Court Name : Court of Hon’ble Member (J) .
Judgment signed on : 10/03/2023.

and pronounced on
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