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ID G M E NT 

K.P.OHYA,V.C. 	In this applicati.n under section 19 of 

the Administrative Tribunals ACt,1985, the Petitioner 

prays to quash the orders of the Opposi. be Party .o. 2 

contained in Annexures 6 and 7 arid grant interest 

® 18 per cent per annum on the unpaid amount after 

the due date of ret.trement with effect fran the date 

or dates they fell due. 

2. 	 Shortly stated, the case of the applicant 

is that while he 'as serving as Deputy Chief Scientific 

Officer in the cadre of Defence uaity Assurance 

Eervice in the Ministry of Defence Production and 

Supplies, he as postec as Senior Inspector , 

Inspectorate of Metals,Ichhapur,West .3engal and during 

his incumbency as such, certain allegations were K 

levelled against him for having committed irregularitit 

/illegalities and for hich a disciplinary proceeding 

as initiated against him hich resulted in his 

punishment to the extent of reduction of his Pcnsi n. 

Incientaliy, it may be stated that the Petitioner 

was granted a provisional Pension. ccording to the 

Petitioner, the full pay of the Petitioner for ten 

months preceeding the date of retirement has not been 

(\taken irto consideration while calculating his full 
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Pension and therefore, this application has been 

filed with the aforesaid pryer. 

Cointer has not been filed in this case 

for reasons best knn to the Opposite Parties. 

Hoever, we have heard Mr. S.S.Mohanty lerned Counsel 

appearing for the Petitioner and Mr. 2\.K.Mishra learned 

Standinç Counsel for the Central Government at length. 

The argument advanced by the lee:ned 

Counsel for hoth sides nred not he noted and discussed 

there is no necessity of expressing any opinion jr-i 

regard to the merits of this case.The alleged wrong 

calculation of the Pension of the Petjtiner who as 

deprived of full Pension was due to imposition of a 

penalty to the extent of reduction of pension resultiric 

from a disciplinary proceeding. The legality of the 

order of punishment was chalLenged and sought to be 

crunshed in Oricinal ?pplication o.394 of 1990. For 

the reasons stated in the judcrrnt passed ic 0.A. 394 

of 1990, the order of punishment has been quashed 

and the Petitioner has been exonerated from the 

c a rges. 

In view of this rQsjtion, the Petitioner 

(2J 
would he etitled to all retra1 benefits1accOrdiflg 



to Rules and therefore, this application is disposed 

of as infructuous. There would be no order as to cost. 
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