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Heard both the ld. counsel, This application has been filed
by 13 applicants who are working as Electrician Grade I in
£ricé1 Oivision of Parakkg Barrage Project, challenging the

f the respondents in recoyering the excess payment made &o the

ts on the basis of the urong fixation of pay=-scale in the post

of Electrician Grade I wee«f. 1.1.86 vide Four orders passed in March,

1997 sho

wn at Annexure 'AY collectivaely. At the relevent time the

applicants were working aé,Electrician Grade I in the scale of Ps,380-

560/~ and on the basis of the recommendations of the Fourth Pay Commi-

ssion they were given the pay-scale of Rs,1400-2300/= w.e.f. 1.1.86

and the

in Mare

ir pay was fixed aécordingly. However , the authorities fntimatec

he 1997 that they were urongly given the pay-scale of Rs, 1400~

2300/= weesf.1. 1486, which should be R, 1320-2040 and accordingly the

pay of the applicants was fixed at the lower scale of f5e 1320=2040/~

We €efe

61,86 and consequently the impugned orders of recovery of

over=pgyment on the basis of‘fixation of pay in the higher scale was

ordered

which has been challenged in this 0A, According to the appli-

cants before making the recovery the respondents did not give them

&gy app

very ar

ortunity to show cause and hence the impugned orders of reco-
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The réspondents have slsoc filed reply deﬁyihg the claim

applicant, According to the respondents at the time of giving

vised péywscale t¢ the applicants on the basis of tﬁa I €C0 MM 8N

of the Fourth Pay Commission, gan uhdertakingiuas taken from

at in case any over-payment or wrong fikation was wade they

wonld be ligzble to refund the excess payment so made, .
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~Hoyever, we find that the same matter has. come up before

{bunal for decision in connection with 04 295/97 (Mahendra

1dar =vs- Union of India & Ors.) uhich wes decided on 14.2.200
case élso similar question of recovery of'ov;r;pafment made
Electrician Grede I of the Farakka Barrage Préjectiuas involy=,
e the issue has already been adjudicated upon;by this Tribunal,
not duel ét-length on the rival arguments advanced‘in the
casef |

In view of the abovs, Qe think that since}the applicants
ilarly situated and the same question of law is involved'in

se, therefore the respondents be directed to prmceed with
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e, in cgsse af recovery in accordance with the, Judgment oP
bunal passed in OA 295/97. We are also inFormed by the 1d.
for the respondents that the Judgment dated 1& L.ZOGD uai

ed by the High Eourt in the Urit Petition filed by the qﬁfﬁ%iéi
ents, | | | ' |
In view of the aforesaid c1rcumstances, we aretbr the

at the respondents wanted to recover the aqggnt aFter more
years and cofisidering t he hardship of the applicants, the

y proposed by the respondents should not be made. TharaFore

f recovery should not be given effect to by the rQSpondents.l ;

1 cants are entitled to get back the amount 1F any, recovered

neld by the raspondents as excess payment made to the appli-;

This amount be paid to the applicant within 2 months from the .

communication of this order. The applicants are also entitled-
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ensionary benéfits ori'the basis of the refixaf
ondents.
It is stated by 1d, counsel for the resp

lm order the appllcants are getting pension of
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|de therefore direct thet any amount pald on the strength
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be re-adjusted ir terms of this order.
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der as to costse

nterxm order should not be recovered by the respondentsoi

during the pendency of this OA. Accordingly tt
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It also appears that some of the applicants have already
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The applicatlﬂn is disposed of accordzrgly. Thera will
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