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O.A.No.74/2017

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: - 10th March 2023.

JUDGMENT

Judgment is reserved on 06th February,2023.

Judgment is pronounced on 10th 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 6th Pay Commission.  The applicant made

representations (Annexure A-2 collectively).  The applicant raised a grievance

that he had passed 10th standard examination which was necessary for Class-III

post, therefore he was entitled to TBP/ACP in Class-III 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-

egkjk”Vª ‘kklu lkekU; iz’kklu foHkkx fu.kZ; dz- ,l-vkj-Ogh-1015@iz-dz-

33@95@ckjk eqacbZ fnukad 1 uksOgsacj 1995 vUo;s eqn~nk dzekad 10 e/;s uewn

dsY;kuwlkj M oxkZrhy deZpkjh T;k inkoj dk;Zjr vlsy R;k inkP;k yxrP;k ofj”B

inksUurhps inkph osruJs.kh lacaf/krkauk ns; gksbZy- ,l-,l-lh- ifj{kk mRrh.kZ >kY;kuarj

d oxkZrhy feG.kkjh inksUurh ;k ;kstuslkBh M oxkZrhy inkP;k inksUurh lk[kGhrhy

letrk ;s.kkj ukgh- dkj.k rh fo’kh”V vgZrk /kkj.k dj.;kiqjrhp e;kZfnr vkgs-

R;keqGs R;kauk oxZ 4 e/kwu oxZ 3 e/;s inksUurh >kysyh ulY;kus xzsM is 1900@&

#- vuqKs; jkg.kkj ukgh- vkiY;k Lrjkoj lacaf/krkal rls dGfo.;kr ;kos-

By communication dated 01.04.2016 the applicant was further informed

as follows-

;kckcr Jh- ykMhdj] f’kikbZ ;kiqohZ dk;Zjr vlysys dk;kZy; v/kh{kd

vfHk;ark] ikVca/kkjs izdYi vUos”k.k eaMG] ukxiwj ;kauh R;kauk vkÜokflr izxrh

;kstusraxZr izFke ykHk fnukad&28-01-2005 jksth iklqu ykxq dsysyk vlqu R;klanHkkZr

Jh- ykMhdj] ;kauh izFke ykHk eatwj djrsosGh R;kauh xV&d e/khy inksUurhlkBh
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vko’;d vlysys foghr fud”k ifjiq.kZ djhr vlY;keqGs mijksDr xV&d ph osruJs.kh $

xzsMis ns.;kr ;kok vlk fodYi vkiY;k eaMGkl fnyk gksrk fdaok dls ;kckcr lanHkZ dz-2

vUo;s fopkj.kk dj.;kr vkysys vkgs-

R;kvuq”kaxkus lacaf/kr eaMGkus Jh-ykMhdj] f’kikbZ ;kauh izFke ykHk eatwj

djrsosGh 6 O;k osru vk;ksxkuqlkj vkÜokflr izxrh ;kstusrhy xV&d ph osruJs.kh $

xzsMis feG.ksckcr vlk dks.krkgh fodYi fnysyk ukgh- vls lanHkZ 3 vUo;s ;k dk;kZy;kl

dGfoysys vkgs- Eg.kwu Jh-ykMhdj] f’kikbZ ;kauh rs ;kiqohZ dk;Zjr vlysys dk;kZy;kus

fn-28-01-2005 jksth eatwj dj.;kr vkys- izFke ykHk R;kauh ekU; dsysyk vkgs-

R;kuqlkj R;kauk R;kauh ekx.kh dsysyh 6 O;k osru vk;ksxkuqlkj xzsM osru vuqKs; Bjr

ukgh- ;kckcr lacaf/krkl vkiY;k foHkkxh; Lrjko#u dGfo.;kr ;kos-

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 5th Pay Commission, his pay scale was fixed at

Rs.2550-55-2660-60-3200.  As per 6th 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 6th

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



5

O.A.No.74/2017

I 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


