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.IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATlVE TRIBUNAL

ERNAKULAM BENCH

0. A. .No.__ '452 of _ joPe,

DATE,'o'F DECISION__16.03,1993

_ Applicant (s)'
M/s M.R.RajendraniNair &
P.V.Asha :
Versus

Advoéate for the Applicant (s)

The Chlef Engineer, Southern p . .. .
. Railway, Madras and others eﬂmnen(g

_Mn._mom Mathew N 1lilT\OOti1 Advocate for the Respondent (s)
(Rallmay'counsel)

CORAM :

“The Hon'ble Mr. S.P.the;ji; Vice Chairman

and

The Honble Mr. A.V.Haridasan, Judicial Member

2

LN

Whether Reporters of Ibcal papers may be allowed to ‘see the Judgement ?\(q
To be ‘referred to the Reporter or not?

" Whether their Lordships wish to see the Zai}_copy of the Judgement ? /\J‘)

To be circulated to all Benches of the Tribunal ?

JUDGEMENT_

(Hon'ble Mr;A;V§Haridasan)

The applicant an Executive Engineer under
'the Southern Railway is aggrieved 5y the‘éroceedings
initiated by the second respondent for recovery of
certain amount from the péy of the applicant commencing'
from the month of March, 1993 onward;;' The appl%cant
alleges that on account of sane audit objections about
the stocks in the custody of the appllcant during the
‘,-period 1977-78 the respondents quantlfied the' amount of
shortage at Rs.10, 052/L aﬁd started recovery of the
-whic

amount in instalments buk[was stopped in AJgust, 1983.

His present grlevance is that in ‘the year 1989 the
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- respondents took further steps for recovery of

the 'balaﬁ.cé amount to which he objected ‘explaining
‘that there waslreally no shdrtage and even if there
was shortage it would not amount to x?hat. is stated
hin the proceed:’mgs.m The respondentsj it FPppears,
re_] ected his contention and ordered recovery of
the entire amount Erom the salary of the appllcant

. @Rs.420/~ per month.

2. The applicant submitted an appeal to thé
cthief Eng:.neer, Madras on 12 12,90 agamst the
fixation of the quantum of 1oss as also agamst tre
recovery. This appeal has not so far been digposed
of. Inthe meanvhile the second resp0ndént ﬁnder
order dated 16.3.92 at Annexure.A,3 initiated pro=
@cdings for recOVery.ﬂ Immediately thereafter the
appl.i'cant submitted another rapresez tation dated
30.3.92 to the Chief Engineer, which also remainSto
be disﬁ@sed of. While sO the impugned order at
Annexure.A.5 dated 3.3.93 has 'been issued directing
the recovery from the salary of the applicant commence
ing from the next month onwardss It is in these
circumstances,tzgge appl:.cant has-filed tm.s applmatlon
praying that it may be declared that he is not

liable ¥&X3& for any amount towards the alleged
shortage and for a dire_\ctionlv not to make any recovery
fromn his salary and also fof a direction to refund
whatever amount has been recovered earlier from his

salarye.

3. then t he application came up for admission
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the learned Counsél on either side submitted that
the application can be disposed of at this stage
giving aoprOpriate direction in negard to the

disposal of the appllcant's representation.
4, In view of the above submission by the

counsel at the Bar we admit this application and

dispose it off direéting the first respondent to

" dispose of the applicant's appeal at Annexure. A2

dated 12. 12 1990 in accordanCP w1th law; within

a period of two months from the date of receipt

of a cqpy of this judgment and to give the applicant.

a speaking order within the aforesaid period. We'

further direct that t111 a de0131on on his appeal
‘to the applicant

is taken and communlcatedigzéthe flrst respondent

recoveryzon'the bagis of the impugngd orders at

Annexures A;3 and A.5 shall be kept in abeyanceJ

There is no order as tocosts.

S

t EREE
(AL V. HARIDASE ~ (8.P.MUKERJI).
- JUDI IAL MEMBER. . VICE CHAIRMAN

16.3.93
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