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• OPEN COURT 
\ 

\ CENTRAL All"I INISTRAT IVE TR !BUNAL 

ALLAHABAD BENCH : ALLAHABAD 

ORIGINAL APPLICATION N0.573 Of. 2003 
ALLAHABAD THIS THE 24th OAY Of JUNE,2003 

H oN• a Le r'1 HS. ME c:R A CHH I 88ER ,ME~1 BER-J 

Suresh Chandr a Gupta, 
son of Sri f'l . Lal , 

S. P. M. Kotwali Raad, 

f atehgarh, H. ll. , 

R/o Village Imatpur, 

P. O. Alig ar h, • 

-

Dis tr icji-F arrukh ab ad. . ••••••••••••• Applicant 

(By Advoc a t e Shri M. K. Upadhyay) 

Versus 

1. Uni on of India, 
thr a ugh Seer e tar y , 

Ministry of Communic ation, 

New Delhi • 

2 . Director Post a l Services, 

4. 

Off ice of Post Master General, 

Kanpur. 

Superinte ndent of Post Of f ices , 

f atehgarh Division, 

f arrukhabad • 

Post Master, 

Fatehgarh. • •• •••••• Respondents 

(By Advocate Shri G.R. Gupta) 
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authorities on 01. os .2003 , r equesting them to at l east give 

him the order by which recovery i s be ing made so that he"'1 I 
know as to why the sai d recover y i s being ma de and may I 
make his proper represe ntation ?gainat the alleged recovery. 

Since respondent s did not appr-ise him on any order as t o 
~ 

why s uch r ecover y ~ beiin~m oJe , he also gave in writing 
be.eh Q ' 

h e lils notlt ak in_JJ the salary inspite or this letter. 
ft .t\; I\ 12.-.. 

R8 spondents did not g ive any reply to the applicant a nd 
f'-

again deducted Rs1000/- from h i s salary bill for the month 

that 

of May,2 003 which is app arent f ro:n page 15 or the O. A. Ha 

has, therefore, come ta the court with a prayer to dir ect 

the respondents not ta :nake any unauthorised deduction from the 

salary o r t he applicant with effect from ~April,20 03 and to 
~ 

disclose / r easones for such illeg al deductions. 

2. I have heard the applicant~s co u nsel and perused 

the pleadings as well. 

The request made by the applicant is absolutely 

justified as h e has a right to know as to why a ny recovery is 

being made from his salary. Hon'ble Supreme Court has 

repeatedly held thab even if some wrong payme nts have been 

made to any em ployee, the same cannot be rec o~ered without 

putting the employee on notice. In the inst ant c ase, not 

only, r espondents have started making the recovery without 
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utting the 

the reasons 

applican~,on notice, but have not even shoun him 
-flt.- 6-~~ 

for illegal deductions or any order so far to 
I\. 

explain as to why such recovery is being made. Therefore, 

I am satisfied that this O.A. can be disposed off at the 

admission stage itself by giving a directioo to the 

respondents to at least give ~proper order to the 

applicant by which recovery is to be effected against the 

applicant after giving him due notice so that h e may 

represent aga inst the alleged r e covery. This excercise shall 

be compl e t ed by th e r espondents by giving ~reasonab le · 
I 

opportunit y to the applica nt t ~ r epre se nt a nd t he n s hJuld 

pass a r easone d and speaking order, till ~uch time r espo nde nts 

ar e restr a ined fr om makiny a ny r e cover y fr o~ the a pplicant's 

sal ar y . 

4 . Respo nde nt s are dir ect ed t o r e l ease full salary 

of the applicant for th e month or April, May and now June 

2 0u3 a s well. If apcord i ng to them any r ecover y ase to be made 

the y may do so by following due process of l aw. • 

s. With the abo ve direct i ons thi s O. A. i s dispose d 

off at th e admission stage i t self wi th no order as t o 

costs. 

Member-J 

/Nee lam/ 
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