
CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPAL BENCH

NEW DELHI

OA NO. 2375/.1999

New Delhi, this the 3rd day of Aug, 2000

HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE V.RAJAGOPALA REDDY, VC (J)
HON^BLE; MR. GOVINDAN S. TAMPI, M (A)

I7 3h. Govind Singh, aged about^57
I  years, S/0 Sh. Ucchab Singh,
^  Qr.No.331/4, E.B.S., Babu Garh,

Distt. Gha.ziabad - 245 201.
. Applicant.

(By Advocate." Sh. Surinder Singh)

VERSUS

1. Union of India, through the
Defence Secretary, Ministry
of Defence, D.H.Q. Post
Office, New Delhi™!.

7^ ' 2. The Controlling General of
Defence Account West Block
No.5, R.K.Puram, New

1; Delhi™'22.

3. The Commandant, Equina
Breeding Stud, Babu Garh,
Distt. Ghaziabad™-245 201

4. The C.D.A. (Army), Meerut
Cantt.

.Respondents.

(By Advocate: None)

ORDER (ORAL)

By Sh. V.Rajagopala Reddy, VC(J)

Heard the counsel for the applicant. In spite

of several opportunities no reply has been filed by

the respondents till today. None appears on behalf of

the respondents either in person or through counsel.

2. The case pertains to the pay fixation of

the applicant who has been re-employed in the

Ministry of Defence as Tractor Driver in EBS Babugarh.
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3  initially tha applicant «as working as
,  Oniy-r in tPe Ar™y and aftor his dischargeTractor Drnn-r

In 19S2 he was re-employed mfrom Army in

Tractor Driver in the scale ofdepartment as ■ -• -

,  . in ,932 His pre-retirement payRs.260-400 w.e.f. o.ts-l"r-

«s Rs-2a3/-Cbasic pay was Rs.265/-)- I" the
-dated 5-1.1988 his pay was refixed at R5.27d.^

.  ns j 1983 exempting the entire pension
W-e.f- x:.-'.

.  - f-hP Given pSy4_ 't'lrne Tpon^ ui'—• y

applicant was drawing at that tim ^
-j-o have been fixed vide

scale- His pay was pur pot •

1  4- -j 8 ̂  S3 In the impugned order, it wasOM dated
r.,niw fixed even in accor~dance

that the pay was not prope,ly f^xcd
. ̂ H 8 o 83 According to the above OHwith the OM dated 8.x.-So.

i ihich he was drawing should ave
the entire pension which he

Tnl from the basic pay if total pay shouldbeen exempted trom en-
-.nm -t-n his retirement...

exceed the pay ho was drawing prior .

This order is under challenge in this 06.

e do not find any5. In the circumstances we
•fhe OA fails and is.

infirmity in M impugned order,

accordingly. ^sVissed. No costs.

ci/GiOVIN&AN'^ J WMPI )
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(  v/.RAOAGOPALA reddy )
Vice Chairman (J)


