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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL:HYDERABAD BENCH
AT HYDERABAD

0.A.No.827/99 Date of Order:10.4.2000

BETWEEN :

l. E.Satyawathi

2..P.Ammaji . .Applicants.
AND

1. Union of India, rep. by its Secretary,
Ministry of Defence, Govt. of India, .
South Block, DHQ PO, New Delhi.
2. The Flag Officer, Commanding-in-Chief,
HQRS, Naval Base PO,
Visakhapatnam.
3. The General Manager, Naval Armament Depot,

NAD Post Office,

Visakhapatnam. . .Respondents.

Counsel for the Applicants " ..Mr.P.B.Vijaya Kumar

Counsel for the Respondents ..Mr.B.N.Sharma

CORAM :
HON'BLE SHRI R.RANGARAJAN : MEMBER(ADMN. }

HON'BLE SHRI B.S.JAI PARAMESHWAR:MEMBER(JUDL.)

ORDER

){As per Hon'ble Shri R.Rangarajan, Member(Admn.) )(

Mr.Sunil for Mr.P.B.Vijaya Kumar, learned counsel

for the applicant and Mr.M.C.Jacob for Mr.B.N.Sharma,

learned standing counsel for the respondents.
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2. There are two applicants in this OA. They were
initially recruited as unskilled labourers in the
Naval Armament Depot, Visakhapatnam. Afterwards both

of them were promoted as semi-gkilled labourers in

other trades of Armament Depot. While fixing their -

pay on promotion as semi-skilled labourers their pay

was fixed in the pre-revised scale of K.210-280 (now

revised to R.2650-4000}). When the matter stood thus
some of the employees who were seniors to the
applicants herein ha%# filed O0A.1533/93 which is
enclosed as Annexure-l to the OA on the file of this
Tribunal alleging that they being the seniors were
drawing less pay then the applicants in that OA. That
OA was disposed of aslunder t-

Ffom the afore-stated it would be evident that
if the over payment made to the juniors is
recovered, the applicant would have no case.
If however, for any reason administrative or
otherwise, the respondents decide not to
recover the overpayment from the juniors, the
case of the applicants requires to be
reconsidered by the respondents so that. the
resultant anomaly for which the applicants are
not responsible, is climinated. It is expected
that the respondents resolve this issue kecping

‘in view the aforesaid observation.

3. . In view of the above observation the pay of the
applican£s herein was revised and they were informed
that their earlier pay fixation was not in order and
it was decided to revisc pay fixation and to recévcr
over payments made to the gpplicants by officé letter
dated 25.5.95 and as the above could not be complied

in time it is being processed further and his pay will
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be refixed in consultation with the authorities. The
impugned order of the applicant No.l is dated 12.11.98
at Annexure-5 and the order of the 2nd applicht is
dated 12.11.98 at Annexure-4. Both the applicants were
informed by letter dated 30.3.99 (A-8) informing that
an amount of R.13,791-40 ps. as far és the applicant

e
m
No.l is concerned and 1#.7,934-14 ps. f£exr applicant

No.2 is proposed to be recovered from their pay and

allowahces as per-guide lines laid down in Rule 179 of
Financial Regulations Part-I Vol.I.

4. Aggricved by the above this OA is filed to set
aside the proceedings No.30.3.99 in respect of
applicant No.l and dated 3.4199 in fcspect of
applicant NO.2 issued by R-3 refixing and ordering
recovery of alleged excess payment of the salary.

5. The contentions rqiscd in this OA and the
prayer are same - as the contentions and prayer in
OA.258/99 -which is disposed of on 6.1.2000. That OA
was dismissed for reasons stated therein. This OA is
also liable to be dismissed om the same reasons.

6. The learﬁcd counsel for the applicant_submits

that it is proposed to file a rcviggén petition in

OA.258/99 for reviewing the judgement. But nothing

has been filed. In the absence of any R.A. &

available on the file it is not necessary to wait and

the judgement delivered thercon«JJ/LAEJS%ED )
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7. In view of the above, the OA is dismissed. No
costs.
(R.RANGARAJAN ) =
Member (Judl.) Member (Admn. ) e
4
J Dated : 10th April, 2000
(Dictated in Open Court) ﬂwl

sd



£

IN THE CENTRRL ADMINISTRATIUE TRIBUNAL HYDE?ABAD BENQH HYDERAiﬁllin_’ 7f

CﬁﬁY,fO:

6. ADYOCATE g

7. STANDING COUNSEL

COMPARED BY

L;(4/.

- DIsmlssen, — |
."‘\________-_‘_ .
CISMIGSED:AS UITHDQAHN'

k-
}sf/;;;_ggﬂﬁ/EGURT_
£ -
TYPED Y’

C

THE HON'BLE PR, JUSTICE D. H. NASIR
. " VICE-CHATRMAN | A

THE HON'BLE MR. R RANGA

ﬁiiguf/m

THE Haﬁ'BLE ma.e.s.amx P

NEMBER(HDNN)

MEMBER(JUDL)T

0y

AMESHWAR -

DATE er ORDER -|°Xq]'7*57°

Y

P.NO.
1IN

IR %;ﬂ\ 93

Q_;L u?w))

ADNITTED AND INTERIM DIRECTIUNS

ISUED o

g

ALUOWED

c.A. o osep

R.AL CLOSED

DISHOSED OF WITH DIRE

DRDCR REJECTLD

-l

s el

NG ORDER ns 70 CDSTSJ

; .2

i

-

. Ry L!.Ehub (R

-~ ..
"TILDN& ‘,?“ oot ~~n’t‘r

T Oofrren
G A5 e o fuuul
Q.r,n m,.ﬂ

=3 ‘h ‘\'(?"

19 APR 2000 Jf'/
""‘T/F?”‘rf?"v,

]

B A ST Tenan

B ~ﬁ--=w_1

 HECKED BY .
. APPROVED’BY




