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1 P 2
Ls Pa e s RESHONT dents,

{By Advocale Sh.P.S5. Mahendru)

o
v

The applicant 1s sggrieved by sn order  of

respondents  in reducing the salary after his retlremant
A )

Wwithout affording him an  opportunity of  bseing heard.

Consequantly recovery of an amount of Rs.27,808/~ Trom his

retilrement henafit 1z challenged in  this 0.4, The

applicant had been working as a Bridge Mistry. Me wasn

promoted to  the post of Bridge Inspector in July, 1887 He
was it the pay scale of Rs.1480-2308/-, On his promotion

his pay was Tlxed ab 1700/ w.e.f, 1.11.92
¥



38.10.8%0. the rime of retirement hls YRGS -

T
—

w

The applicant wWas surprised when & sum of o, 21.800/~  was
Fecoveled Trom his gratulty Wwithout explaining to him  any

‘3 {

For  such an actlon. LU 1s submitted in the oot e

pay drawn by

onterdd

that thiz deductlon repre

applicant due Lo wrong Fixation. He drew excess anodnt o0

sccount of leave encashment, NCRG and commdtation.

i Learned counsel for the applicent submi i ted

that reducing his retirement hanefit without afforcing him

ar. opportunity is bad in law. He aited the declsion uof Lhe

Suprems Court  in Bhagwan Shukla s
¢ "he learned counsel Further submlts that even on meri b bng
respondenls  action e undusti Fied. T Y& true  Lhat o Lhe
semle of Bridge Misbtbry snd Bridgs Inspector méy e Lhe Sams
ot admittedly  on promotion the Bridge Inspector now Krown

promotional O0s L

¥l

ot
1
‘\J

« Jupior Fnolneer-IlT08 ridoges)

carrying higher responsibiliti

T Learned counsel For the respondents aomli terl

. that the recovery has been orderad wlthout iasuing & show
sause notice to the applicant though he submittad  that

spondents they have &

according Lo

£ T have also to record & submission made by
Shri Medinee thet when the pay was Tlxed at Rs, 1760/~ on
1.11.87 the order was vetted by the Accounts Department and

with the respondents to say after & yvesars

w
]

it does not 11
of the retirement of the applicant, that they had commi tted

a mistake earlier. Such mistake should hsave bsen red

WJithin @& reasonable  time and there 1s no dustificatcion o
reduce some part of the retiral beneTift on account of soms

administrative mistake allegedly commitied long tine baok,

~

W\¢J/)N



R
3

A, It wview of above discussion T

hat the lmougned order af Ann, R-3 Dage T8

appiNyeant = retirement benefils by CEL 21,800/~ 1s

quashed, The amount shall be refunded ro the  applicant

~ o~ ;

Within one month from the date of o7 & copy of thie

or cer ., Respondents are directed to pay the amount with 17%

interest from the date  from which it was  due  till  the
actual date of  payment of amount  toe  tha appllicant,
Respondents  Howewver are at llberty to take any  Tur Lhar
aetion on Lhils iss

sug permissible  under Law & in

accordence  with law. 0A is allowed to the extaent

Bhove, Mo o

bl
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