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By Hon hle Mr, Kuldin Singh, Member (I
The . applicant 1% aggrieved of the order dated
27, 1.,1907 reducing his retirement henefits
2.  The anplicant states that he wasg nromoted  from

was fTired. applying rhe FR 22 1n
=t the lavel of REs 2975/~ W, elks
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to him.
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the annlicant has retired SO consequently his retiral
—

henefite has also heen afffected.

4, In the ground Lo challenge Lthe impugned order

the applicant has taken a ground that the reductlon of nay
has pasn done without any reason and without even nutting

the applicant on notice and he further states that ip the

juctgment oFf the Hon ble Sunreme Court in Bhagwan Shukla s

case reported In g1 J 1995 Volume page 30, he stated the
applicant  was requlrec te he put on notice pefore Dassing

T

and the order fixing the nay at Re 7750/~ 1s only just &
correction and does not reguire that the applicant should
have heen put on notice

£ I have considered the rival contentions of the
narties and gone through the records.

7 Since in this case the annlicant has

affocted because of the lmpugnel order, so 1t was
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desirabhle that a notice 1o the applicant should have besn
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iszued hefore passing the impugned order Hance, 1 hereby
hold that the order refixing the pay ot the anplioant
without npotice to him 1s Dad in law and same 18 hereby
auashed and the 0A is allowed to this extent Howmwer,
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