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Oral Order (Per Hon'ble Shri R.Rangarajan, Member (Admn,

Hagrd Mr. M.Keshava Rae, learned counsel for-the
applicant and Mr.N.V.,Raghava Reddy, learned counsel fer the

respondents,

2. The applicant in this OA was appeinted as Inspector

of Salt en 26-12-1963 in the respondents organisatien. He was
promoted initially as Inspecter of Salt, Selectlen Grade, en
17-12-83 by office order ﬁO.A.32016/;/93/3&.1/44143. Hewever

with the approval of the cempetent autherity the date of

conferment of selectien grade in the pest of Inspector ef Szlt 7
of the applicant was changed to 20.4-84 by order Ne.C.No.A,32016/ .
4/83-Admn, dated 8-10-87 (Annexure-I). Theteafter he was prometed
as Dy.Superintendent ef Salt in the grade of Rs.550-900/-

w.e.f, 29-12-84, . .

2 Tha srnlicrant ochallenaded the chande of conferment ef
Selection Grade frem 17-12-83 to 20-4-84 by filing OA.Ne,489/92

en the file of this Bench.. That OA wgs dispesed of by order
dated 15-2-93, The change of date of cenferment ¢f Selection
Grade ywas upheld by the judgement in the above referred OA.

But it was held that "the ends of justice would be met if the
recevery of everpayment up to the date of issue of the valid.
order on 14-10-87 is waived., Thus, while éiving liberty te the
respendents te effect regovery of g overpayment, we direct that
it be limited enly te the period beyend 14-10-87%,

4. It is now stated by the applicant that the recovery
of &,10,546/~ a8 per the impugned order Ne.C,.Ne.9(51)Ad./61/
18 & 17«09 Jated 14~09-95 (Annexure«V) is not in .consenance with
the direction ef this Tribunal in OA,489/92., He further submits
that the recevery has been made as per the revised fixation |

statement issued vide letterNe.C.Ne.9(51)Ad./61 dated 5=-€-91
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{(Annexure-II1), He furthery avers that if the recovery

has been made in accerdance with the directien ef this

Tribunal In OA.489/92 there will be ne eperpayment and hence

ne recovery will be invelved., Though, theéapplicant submitted

a representation dt. 22-9-95 (Annexure-vx);résisting against the
recevery, that representatien dees not 1nd%cate the calculatien
made by him by-which eoxplaining wﬁy no rQC¢Very can be effected
in view of the judgement in OA,.489/92. It;is stated that no

reply has been given te that representatien,

& Aggrieved by the above, he has filedthis OA to set
aside the impugned detter Ne,C.No.9(51)Ad./61/18407-09 dated
14-09-95 (Annexure-~I) and for a consequential direction to fix
his pay in the grade of Selection Grade Inspector from 20-4-84
as per'the judgement of this Tribunal 1qu.Nc.489/92 and to

‘ i
further grant him all consequential benefits.
i

5, . The respondenss in the reply affiéaéit at page~6

stated that the recevery has been calculat%d strictly fellewing
the judgement of this Tribunal in 0A,489/92 4t. 15-2-93. Recevéry
x=nky fer the period frem 14-10-87 te 30-6-91 is only ordered by

the impugned order. Hence the present petition 1s net sustainable.

e There is no legal point invelved ;nlthis case. The -
actual calcqlatien has te be made by the aﬁplicanq&n accerdance
with the judgement eof this Tribunal in 03.38§/92 at. 15-2-93, Ag
per thaqcalcuiation if no amwunt or enly a% amount legs than what
is indicated in the impugned order ia te b; recovered from him
that calculatien sheuld be submitte¢ to R-2 for perusal., If such
a calculation is received, R~2 scheuld examine the calculatien

and compare the sgme with the efficisl calculation made £gze for
recﬁvery of B5,10,546/- as per the 1mpugned“order dt. 1#4-9-95,

If the calculation ef the applicant is found te be in erder any

..‘
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excess ameunt recovered frem him should be returned back te

him, If the respendents come to the conclﬁsion that the

calculatien made by the applicant is 1ncor€ect than the correct

calculatien sheuld be sent to him indicatng therein the error

|
committed by the applicant in his calculation for arriving at

the amount to'be recovered.

[l

. In view of the above, the followiﬂg-direction is giveni-

The applicant may submit a detailﬁd calculation in

‘regard to the recovery to be made in accoréance with the

I
judgement of this Tribunal in OA.489/92 dated 15-2-93 to R-2,

If such a calculation is received from the!

‘applicant, R-2

should examine the same and compare that c#lculation with that

of the calculation made officiaslly., If thé respondents .qree

with \

ix/the calculation made by the applicant any excess recovery

made has to be returned back to the applicant.

If the respondents

do not agree with the calculation made by ?he applicant, the

applicant should be infalmed of the error fn his calculatien

and also send a aetailed official calculatioen to him for his

perusél. If the applicant is going'to be aggrieved by the

reply te be given he is at liberty to 1n1tiate such legal

proceedings as deemed fit, 'T

s The OA is ordered accordingly. NL costs,

|

(R, Ran?arajan)

Hember

Dated : The 14th_August 1996,
Tbictated in Open Court) ‘

spr - |




OA.1448/95,

Copy toi-
i .
1, The sSaltCemmissiener, Jaipur, Rajasthan.

2,
3.

4,

5.

6.
7.

The Dy. Salt Cemmissiener, Madras, Tamil Nadu.

The Agsst. Salt Cemmissienser, Kakinada, A.P.

o ‘ ‘
One eewny te Sri. M, egshava Rae, aévecate, CAT, Hyd,

One cepy te Sri. N.V.Raghava Reddy, Addl. CGSC, CAT, Hyd.

On= cepy te Library, CAT, Hyd.

One spare Cepy.

rem/ -




| | | | @V @M@qf‘,

Y
TYPED BY ‘ .- CHECKED BY
: - . COMPARED BY - APPROVED @Y

[ B

IN THE CENTRAL ﬁDMINISTR*TIUE TRIZUNAL
o ‘HYDERABAD BENCH HYDERA BAD
\ . L3 ‘ ' .

.t

PHE HON'OBLE SHRI R.RAMGARAJAN : M{A)

DATZD; | 1%\‘57%‘

“REIUDGTMENT
7 R‘A IE;:QA '-‘Nﬂo

. ) ) . IIU ) ‘ (
N o : juilay
. ’ ' BIA’.ND. !

ADM =0 h\’\ID INTERINM DIRECTIDNS ISSU"D
ALLOJED

(//,47ﬁ§;5;:ﬁ OF WITH DIRECTI”NS

PISMISSED:
DISMIGSED AS WITHORAWN
_ ORDERER/RZJIECTED
(//gﬂxﬁﬁgéas AS TO COSTS

* K *

- | ey szma‘r'ﬂsﬁ' afamﬁ

r Cendt.af Adeninisteative Triburel ’ | )
Serr (DESEATCH

?Eil“ﬁBtgﬂlmﬁtﬁf .

oo WA
HYDFRARAD RENCH

e

i

R PR L Sl
-

%





