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The applicant is aggrieved of the order dated
27„ i ,!997 reducing his retirement benefits.

Res poncte Jits

w
.hates that he was promoted from7. . The applicant s'

the post, of Engineering Assistant and thereafter his Pay
.. . ,, . rp 97 in thfi>. cr-ale of Rs.2000 3200.

was fixed-applying the FR ^2 i!! on--

at the level of Rs, 2-975/- w,e^^ K2h!996.

He -thpnr states that the Senior Engineering

Assistant is higher than Engineering Assistant and as such
the
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nned order the pay was refixed at Rs,2750/~ arid :>inc„

is applicable to him. However, suddenly by
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h=.<. retired so oonseauently his retlral(^hg appliCosri L nci:^

b'enefits has also been afffected.

In the ground to challer,ge the impugned order
^  "{' K "I +- t" hi r t'. x o f"! O 1 P'- V

the applicant has taken a ground that the
r-i i 1 i f hm i t (a\./s»n piittinQ

.,0.. Pone without any reason and withou-
11 ul J.V • -• •••• • •

I  1. . -fi.,r-thP3.r cti-otcs that in the
T - _ ̂  r f- l'"^ "h "1 ^ d 1 ! ̂  T U. r 11 •t' ■ ^

the applicsnt on not.iot,

-judgment of the Hon ble Supreme Court in Bhagwan Shukla s
case reported in SLJ 1995 Volume page 30, he stated the
Lnrroont «as required to be.,put on notice before passing

- -•

any o r d e i" adverse t o h i rru

The plea of the respondents in this case is that

the salary of the applicant has been wrongly tiied at
R,,2,75,.. and it should have only been fix.sd at Rs.ZlSO,/-

and the order fixing the pay at Rs.ZlSO,/-- is only just a
correction and does not require that the applicant should
have been put. on noticei

h . T  have considered the riva1 contentions of the

paarti-es and gone through the r'ii»cor

Since in this case the applicant has
-nri hie rotiral benefits are also to bec;. n nsran n uated anu nis i , —

affected because of the impugned orders so it was

desirable that a notice to the applicant should have been
issued before passing the impugned orders Hencei I hereby
hold that the order refixing the pay of the applicant
without notice to him is bad in law and same h-, _-i

«nd the OA is allowed to this extent. Howevers
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the respondents are at liberty r  r e 1' i x the a p p 1 j- o a n t ^

'nav after putting the applicant on notice,
Wri r:ost-
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Mefnber (J)
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