
\ 

I 

· ' • 
• , 

I 
, 

• 

0 R::N COURT -
CE NTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, ALLAHABAD BENCH 

ALLAHABAD 

Allahabad : Dated this 29th day of May, 2001. 

uriginal Application Na.310 of 1999. 

~uRAM :-

Hon •ble f~r. Justice RRK Trivedi, v.c. 

Hon•bla Maj Gan KK Srivastava, A.M. 

Piyush verma S/o Late Shri K.N. Verma, 
~asantly posted as Head Clark . 
in the Off ice of the Deputy ~hief 
Commercial Manag er (Claims), 
Northern Rai 1 way, var anasi. 

(Sri A~L Srivastava, Advocate) 

• 

••••••• Applicant 

Versus 

·1. Union of India through General Manager, 
Northe rn Railway, Baroda House, 
Naw Del hi. 

2. Deputy Chief Commercial Manager (Claims), 
Northern Rail1.1ay, var anasi. 

(Sri AV Srivastava, Advocate) 

• • • • • • •Respondents 

By Hon•ble l'lr. Justice RRK Trivedi, v. c . 

By this OA under Section 19 of the Administrative 

Tribunals Act, 1985, the applicant has challenged the order 

dat ad 21-1 ·1- ·1999 passed by Uy. Chief Commercial Plan agar, 

Northern Railway, Varanasi by which he has stopped payment 

of spacial pay or As.10/- per month to the applicant and 

further not to deduct the amount already paid to the applican 

as special pay from his salary. 

~. rha claim of the applicant is that 1.1hile he was 

serving aa Senior Clerk, he 

Rs,1 0/- per month on ad hoc 

--~ was sanctio ., pecial 

bas is by order dated 

pay Of 

:l9-8- '1995 
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(Annexura.A-·1 to the OA). fhe applicant continued to receive 

the same. By order dated 13-3-1996 (Annexure-A-~ to the 

OA) the said special pay was regularised and the applicant 

was asked to work in place of Sri K. N. Kool on regular baais. 

The applicant further states that subsequently he was 

promoted to the post of Head Cl erk by order dated 29-4-1997 

'"" '"' and the amount of Rs.70/- per month as special pay >a r-l~o.4> 

mer ged with pay as p;rovided in Railway Board's Cir cular. 

fhe grievance of the applicant is that without giving any 
v--respondents tr-

o pport unity of hearing the ~ have concluded that 

the 5 pecial pay was wr on gly paid to the applicant beyond 

the prescribe d limit an d a recov ery has bean directed. 

3. Sri A.v .• Srivastava, l earned counsel for the 

respondents on the other hand sub mitted that as the strength 
fl'.. ~ IA~~~""'-1~ v--

0 f the cadre was reduced from 90 to B3(therpmrceeh6 j'i""of 
~~: ~(\~~~ \..ltll-:l_ ~~~ ~q'-"-

10%~ ta ba rerluu1• 'to si~ The applicant being gth person 

has rightly been held that he was not entitled for payment 
.,('-. ~ 

oflllis special pay. However , Sri AV Srivastava, counsel 

for the respon dents could not dispute the fact that the 

impugned orders have been passed without giving any 

opportunity of hearing to the applicant and without 

cons idering his point of view in this matter. Considering 

the facts and circumstances of the case, we dispose of this 

UA finally with liberty to the applicant to make a detailed .... , '"""'~IA. 
representation

1
mentioning all facts which have been~au~.,. 

"'-
in this OA~';-,,d u,.d rail• before respond ent no.:l within a 

period of one month. The representation, if so filed, shall 

be considered and decided by a reasoned order after giving ~ 

personal hearing to the applicant within a period of two 

months. Till the representation is decided or for a period 

~---~-rf 
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o f two monthskthe recovery of t he amount sha ll remain 

s uspended. In case the applicant's contention is 
~ 

"" accepted, the entire amount .,.. recover~shall be paid 

back to him. The OA is disposed of accordingly. There 

shall be no order as to costs • 

Uuba/ 
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