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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

NEW BOMBAY BENCH

0.A. No. 491/89
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TxAxoNa. 19

DATE OF DECISION _8.11.1989

.
, Slhri S,9.Patole & two others Petitioners
S;hri‘S.Pau'l Sundararajan h Advocate for the Petitiones (s)
Versus
- Union of India and‘ others Respondents
Shri R.K.Shetty | Advocate for the Respondent (s)
CORAM

The Hon'ble Mr. M.B‘.I"lujumdar, Member (3)
4 :
The Hon’ble Mr, M.Y.Priclkar, Member (A)

A
1. Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the Judgement ? >/Q-*\
2. To be referred to the Reporter or not ? 7@ J
3. Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgement ?

4. Whether it needs to be circulated to other Benches of the Tribunal ? Y-
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OA NO. 491/89

1. Shii 9.5.Patole
2. Shri N.G.Mondhe
2., Shri NiR.Netawane

Junior Checkers,

Cuxrencg Note Press,
Nashik Ro

v/s.

1. Union of India, through

Sedretary to_the Govt. of India,
Midistry of Finance,

pDeptt. of Economic Affairs,
New Delhi,

2. The General Manager,

Currency Note Press,
Naghik 422 101. .o

Appearancess

Mr. S, Paul Sundararajan
Advocate
for the Applicants

Mr.R.K.Shetty
Advocate
for the Respondents

ad 422 101- .o

Applicants

Respondents

CORAM: Hon'ble Member (J) Shri M.B.Mujumdar
Hon'ble Member (A) Shri M.Y.Priolkar

CRAL JUDGMENT Dated: B.11.1989

(PER: | M.B.Mujumdar, Member (3J)

Mr.R.K.Shetty for the respondents.

Heard Mr., Paul Sundararajan for the applicanfs and

2. The respondents have filed their reply opposing

admission and interim relief.

3 The relevant facts are these &=

Services {(Revised pay) Rules, 1973 were notified on 13.11.1973.

The Central Civil

These| rules were given‘retrOSpective effect from 1.1.1973.

According to these rules employees uwere required to give
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optioﬁ within three months, WAccordingly, all the employees
in thé Currency Note Press at Nashik exercised their option
and aérears due to them were paid in 1974 itself.  Houever,
at thé instance of the National Council of the Joint Consul-
tativé Measure, Government of India, Ministry of Finance,
Department of Ecgnomic AFfairs issued a memorandum dated
13.2.1984 and permitted the employees to exercise a revised
opﬁion. @ccordingly, about 307 employees in the Currency
Note Press exercised their bption in 1984 to ceme over to
the revised pay from a date subsequent tec 1.1.,1973. Since
the period involved for the purpoée of calculation of arrears
was more than 12 yearé involving more than 300 employees,
there uvas delay in preparaﬁeion of pay bills of arréars.

But before the pay bills uwere prepared, the employees uere
paid éome ad=hoc lump sums an sample calculation by taking

underéakings from the employees that any over payments uwould

be recovered from them subsequently.

4o - On actual calculation it was Found‘that about 254
employees were overpaid. It was decided to recover this

excess amount paid to them by instalments of varying amounts,
Thus it was decided that if the over payment was upto Rs.2000/-
the.amount should be recov%red by instalments of Rs.200/-p.m.,
if the amount of over payment was upto Rs.3000/- the excess
amount should be recovered by inétalments of Rs.300/= peMa,

if the amount of over payment was upto Rs.4000/- the excess

amount should be recoversd by instalments of Rs.400/- p.m.

and ié the amount of over payment was upt®Rs,.5000/- then the
instaiments per month should bé Rs.500/~. Accordingly, a
notice was put on the Notice Board on 1.6.1989 of the Currency
Note Press directing the employees to check the statement of
arreafs in the Accountslﬁection between 3.00 to 5,00 DeM.

from 15th to 20th June 1989,



ﬁ\‘

L/

-

©

5. " 0n 2.6.1989 the three applicants have filed this
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application challenging the deductions of their salaries

as pég the notice of the respondents, It is menticned in
para 6 of the application that the three applicants are
‘filiné this application in a representative capacity. They
have also filed a statement signed by about 109 employees
authorising them to filé this application. But we find that
the calculations in respect of each of them was separate.
Hence, it is desirgable that if any employee is aggrieved
by thé Calculation:rﬁgféhould file a separate application
showing hou the calculation is wrong. Hence, Wwe reject
permission to the thres applicants to file this application
in a fepresentativecapacity.’ |

6. " By order dated 2.6.1989 we have issued notices to the
respondents regarding admission and interim relief. Interim
relief claimed was for restraining the respondents from
deducﬁing the amount from their monthly salary. 0On 16.6.1989
respoﬁdents have filed their reply opposing admission and
interim relief. By order passed on that date the Single
Member directed that the case be fixed before a Division
Bench for admission and interim relief on 22.6,1983. On
22.6.1989, at the requesf'of applicant No. 1 thé case uas
adjou%ned to 12.7.1982, " On 12.7.ﬁ989 Mrs. Shubhangi Jadhav
learnéd advocate for the applicants stated that the applicants
are willing to inspect the accounts made by the respondents.

Hencey, we directed that the inspection should be given on
8.7.1989 in the Uffice of the Lhief Accountant, Currency

Note Fress at Nashik. We are told by Mr.R.K.Shetty, learned
advocéte for therespondents that nobody came to inspect the
accounts either on that date or on any subseguent date. On
t@e next date, i.e. on 23.8.198%respondents filed a due and

drawn statement in respect of the three applicants. On
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12.10%1989 we directed the respondents to bring the relevant i :
recor% atleast so far as the three applicants are concerned.
Rccbrdingly, théy have brought the relevant record regarding
the pﬂesent applicants., The record shouws that the calculations

are cﬂecked by three different officials. Mr. Paul Sundararajan,

|
|

calcul?tibn is erropeneous, In fact, as per our direction

who appears for the applicantﬂuas unable to show houw that
given En 12.7.1989 some of the applicants or their advocate
should\have gone to the office of respondents on 8.7.1989
for taking inspection. They did not do soc either on that
date o$ any other subseguent date till today.

|

7. ‘Nr° Shetty stated that the amount due to‘the respon-
dents érom the applicant No. 1 is fully recovered. The
amount‘due to them from applicant No. 2 & 3 is being recovered
in insﬁalments; Some instalments are deducted from théir
salari%s. The calculation made by the respondents is not
shown tk be wrong. We find no merit in this applicatiaon.
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8. %ence, the application is summarily rejected with

no orde? as to costs.
|
!

9, Toueveg, as we have rejected permission to file this
applica%ion in a representative cepacity, the other employees
may fil% separate application(s), if they so want, after
making éeparate representations to the respondents shouing
how theacalculations are wrong. If their representations

are rej#ctad by the aﬁthorities, they may come to this

|

Tribunal‘Qy filing separate applications.

T V
(N.Y.Pr?gT;;ZB . (M.BJJujundar)
Membe? (&) C:///ﬁéﬁgiimkj)




