versus
Union of India and others sae

Counsel for the appli€¢ant ...

Counsel for the respondents: ees Sl Prashant Mg .
Coram: Hon'ble Mr, Justice R.K_ varma, V.C.(Patna Bench) .
-
ORDER o

Hden ' le Mr. Justice R.K.Varma, vice—C

In this case the controversy raised

Dy the petitioner is regard ing fixation of his pay

admissible prior to the date of his retirement i.e. on

31.10.1987 and the Pensidnary benefits according ly,

The petitioner was woerking as Chargeman 'Bf(Wagon Irade )

and he was given the les¥ increment én 1.9.1986 when his @ r

P8y Was rajsed to B.1480/-, The petitioner | expected St
SN

his next increment Psom 1.9.1987 before the date of his'

.;xzeﬂmmt i.e. 31.10.1987 but he was not allowed m :.
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Igat increment before his ratimmnt m T around

m pe#iwmﬂf has takan ’Eﬂaﬂ@ M!’ fﬂ'«tr ; l'ﬂ‘f"“
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2. On 12.7.1993 it was gﬁwwﬁu kTl b

-P'

r. S
ccunsel for the responcdents that in ﬂ!’# I&W “#.

o 5
ﬂ! tfha petiticner the *leyve due ' was exceeded by &ﬂﬁayﬁrr: "-".

and that he was on leave without pay for 88 days. %

The respondents were directed to produce the leave sccount

of the petitioner. The responsents have accordingly pro:
before me the lezve aicount of the petitioner. From nemtsal
of the lezve account of the petitioner it is found that the

*legve due' to the petitiocner was exceeded by

and not 88 days. It is a}so noticed that the petitimmer has
not been asked to verify the lezve account before his
. retirement, However, emen on the assumption that the

responcents have correctly maintayned the le gve account in

f

re spect of the petitioner for the pariod after 1.9.86 till

. _ the date of petitioner s retirement on 31.10.1987, the date
- oy |

_ ¢f his increment should be deferred by 5| d_-_ﬁb; 41 apd not by

L & &8 -d,ays as wrongly stated earlisr by the respondents® counsel.

As such the dgte of naxt incrément after 1.9,86 would stand
__ b |
57 ﬁays and accordingly the next increment would

» o defe rzed

R " .
fall due on 2 ) .10.1987 i.e, before 31.1C.1987 on which

&ah the petitioner retired. Thus the petitioner would M
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erefore, direc —_—
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give one more annual incremnt Seiifimae
*'£ “ﬁa before the date ai ﬂﬁ ren
%k fm m ﬂﬂ*lﬁ.ﬁﬂ&w hmfi“i ‘ﬁn ﬁ" »

K&ail be given the consequential arrears on Hﬂﬁi‘ g _I|_ :

fixation of his pay at the time of his mﬁm& Mﬁﬁx

a k._-,.._

¢

into account one more annual increment due th him before r"" _

¥ o the retirepent. This petition is allowed as mentioned =
= l he reinabcye without .any order as to costs. ' " ‘.:‘-‘l‘@
| | { " e e

( R.K Varma 2
Vice~Chairman(Fatna Bench)
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