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f8.373.33 , but it has wrongly been fixeg at

5.478+00 , for which he made Tepresentations

before the respondents, but the Same hawve not

been fawourably decided, hence he has come up

with the prayer for direction to the respondents

R Ak hisjézg.;eé‘orrectly, which comes t+o f$.573.33

Plus D.A. thereon accordingly. The applicant has

l
further Prayed that the respondents be directeqd t

£0 refund the sum of 513,000/ ~ vdth interest

th'E?.‘rEOnj

which as per the applicang,has wrongly

been deducteq from his retiral dues.

r =
2. The respondents have contested the %
case,

fileqd counter-reply and pleaded that the

applicant was compul sorstv retired from service &

Wee€.E., 20,1.1986 in a disciplinary case. However, §

Punishment of compulsory retirement was modifieg |

in review ang he was taken back on duty as new

entrant , but the

Applicant instead of Joining %

at Chirgaon, challenged that Posting order before P

this Tribunal, which was decided on 2§.2.1980

‘ through which his punishment was replaced to %
K that of reduction to the lowest scale of the
Pern—-anent Way Mistri far 3 period of 2 years. |

Against this order, a S.L.P, was filed by the

respondents,

Supreme Court vide order dated 13.3.1989 and,

thereafter, the applicant was pasted-gmﬁggiggggr“
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ﬁ%re M3de to the applicant for having fixeg

J_his pay at higher grade. The Tespondents have

al so given details fegarding deduction from

Paynent made to the applicant at the time of

retirement,

80 : Heard, the learned counsel for the

Parties and peruseqd the record,

4.

48 come out from the Pleadings and arguments,

pPlaced from elther side, it is found that the

deductions have been made from the Payment to

the applicant, as retiral benefit without aff-

Oording him an opportunity, which is violative

Of principle of Natural justice. Tt is also

to be re~examineg in the light qE Py entitlement

48 Per annexure R.A.-4 dated 18.2.1990.

5% For the above, the respondents are

directed to re-examine and £ix accordingly the

From the facts and circtmstances g’ﬂf”“‘ﬂ‘ﬁ
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Regarding deduction of %5.13,000/
from retiral .
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