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CENTL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNA.LI 

£RNAKULAM BENCH 
•0••.• 

O.A. 575/92 

Tuesday, the fourteenth day of December, 1993, 

MR. N. DHARDAN NEMBER(JLfl)ICIAL) 
MR • S. KASIPANDIAN MEMBER (ADMINISTRAT]WE) 

K.S. Natarajan 
Sr. Ctering Inspector 
Kerala Express,Souther Railway 
Trivandrurn Divis±on. 	 Applicant 

By Advocate Mr. P. Santhosh Kumar 

vs. 

I. Union of India represented by the 
General Manager,Southern Railway 
Madras 

The Chief Personnel Officer 
Southern Railway,Madras 

The Chief Commercial Supdt. 
Catering Section,Southern Railway 
Madras 

4, The Labour Enforcement Of ticerjcentral) 
Office the Reç ional Labour Commissioner 
• (Cental),Kalathiparambjl Road, 
Kochi-16 	 Respondents 

By Advocate Mr. 'H. C. Cherian for R 1-3 
Mr. C. Kochunni Nar,SCSC for R-4 

ORDER 

N .  

Appl.icañt1who is a retired Sr, Catering Inspector 

of the Railway,claims the refund of Rs. 4,797.75 statedto. 

have been recovered from his salary during the year 19868 

before his retirement. 

2. Accor'ingtorthe applicant while he was working in the 

Kerala Express some articles were found missing and he 

reported the matter  to the concerned authorities. According 

to him, the value of the articles arounting to .4,797.75 

has been recoqered from the applicant. He further sUbmitted 

that the same anunt was also recovered from other employees 

who were working in the Kerala Express at the releant time. 

Hence, he is entitled to the refund of the anount. He filed 
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orinal application before the Madras Bench of the Tribunal. 

It was closed by Annexure-A order indicating that the 

appi. ica nt 's remedy if any is to approa ch the Lbo ur 

nforcement Officer, Central, Ernakulam under the payment of 

wages Act. Later, hereceived Annexure-B communication from 

the Labour Enforcement Officer (Central) Kochi which reads as 

follows: 

you are re. ue ste d to inform this off ice whether yo u 
have received refund of the amount due to you which 
was reported to have been illegally deducted from 
your salary. If the amount is still not refunded, you 
are advised to approach the appropriate forum for the 
realisation of the amount from the Railway Adminis-
tration. 

3 • On the basis of Annexure-B communication, the applicant. 

has sent Arinexure-C Lawyer's notice to the second respondent. 

The isiame has not.beenan&ered so far.hy giving a reply to him. 

In the reply, the respondents have denied the liability 

and contended that when the shortage of materials was found 

the app..icant virtually admitted the liability. Hence, 

the amount of s. 4,797.75 has been recovered from his salary 

in easy instalments from july, 1986 to February, 1988 till 

his retirement. In this view of the matter, the original 

application is to be dismissed. But they have not given any 

explanation regarding Anne xure.-B. 

We have heard learned courel for R-4 also. The fourth 

respondent has not filed any reply in this case; but he 

produced the files and submitted that he has not conducted 

any enquiry in this behalf before issuing Annexure-B and 

he was not sure whether the amount was refundable to the 

applicant or not at the time when Ann. B was issued. 

6* since the entire matter is pending before the second 

respondent, we are not finally expressing our view. It is 

for the second respondent to conduct a thorough enquiry and 

dispose of Ariexure Lawyer's notice in accordance with law. 
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7. In this view of the matter, we are satisfied that the 

applica.iofl can be disposed of directing the secor 

respondent to conduct an enquiry and dispose of the 

notice filed by the applicant through his counsel, as 

expeditiously as possible, at least within three nnth 

from the date of receipt of the copy of th&s order. 

8. The application is disposed of as indicated above. 

90 There Shall be no order as to costs. 

(S. KA$IPANDIhN) 
€MER (ADMINISTRATIVE) 

(N. DHARMDtN) 
JEMER (JUDIcIAL) 

14.12.93 


