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3.  Considering the facts aforementioned, this Court is of the view 

that the petitioner cannot be allowed to agitate a stale claim seeking re-fixation 

of pay of her deceased-husband with effect from 12.02.1981, after more than 

four decades; more so, when the petitioner himself never raised the claim 

while in service. 

4.  In view thereof, there is no ground to entertain the petition and it 

stands dismissed in limine.      
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April 30, 2025               JUDGE 
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