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& Date of order: 3.10.1997 

M.A. No .194/97 

HanrP. La! Bhil son of Shri f.langla, aged 
57 years, HSA Jaipur. R~S/zA. 

: Applicant 

Versus 

1. Onion of India through its Under Secretary 
to Governrne:nt of In:l.ia, Ministry of C.Jmmunications, 
D/o Postal, New Delhi. 

2. The Chief Post Master General, Rajasthan Circle, 
Jaipur. 

3. The Post Master General Southern Region, 
Raj as than, Ajmer- 305 001. 

: Res r:ondents 

Mr~ l·1S.hendra S}lah, counsel for the applicant 
.r-tr. M. Rafiq, counsel for the res;;ondents 

CORAM: 

HON1 BLE S:if~I RATAU PEAi.(ASd, HEl-1BER (JT.DICIAL) 

ORDER 
iPER HON' BLE SHEI F};TAN PH.AKA.SHc HEl-iBER (Ji.DICIAL) 

The applicant Shri H=tnna La! Bhil bas .apProached 

thiS Tribunal under Section 19 of the Administrative 

·rribuns:.ls Act, 1985 to q.1ash the imp1.lgned .::»rder dated 

2 6. 7.1996 (Annx.A-1) ordering recovery of P.s. 10,466/-. 

2. It is the case of the applicant th6-t the said 

amount has been paid by the re~pondents for the years 

1993, 1994, 1.995 and 1996. The grievance of the applicant 

is tb3.t the imp•.lgned o<-der has been issued by the 

respon:lents without giving an opr:'Ottunity t.:. the applicant. 

Hence, the respondents should be restrained· from making. 

· ?ny recovery. 
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3. The resPondents opposed this application by filing 

a written. reply to \o:hich the applic·:tnt has also filed a 

rej oin:J.er. The stand of the resporrlents h::ts been that 

in these years the b3.;;ic pay of the applicant vJas in 

excess of Rs. 2200/- i.e. Rs. 2250/- per month and as 

per letter dated 19.3.1991 circulated vide their letter 

dated 20.3.1991 (Annx.P.-1) the at:r>licant ,_.,,as not entitled 

to t:e paid the overtime allol-Jance for which recovery is 

being made. 

4. Heard the learned counsel for the p·:trties. 

s. Since the grievance of the applicant mainly is 

that the aforesaid amount of overtime is being recovere:J. 

from him \+lithout giving any oPPortunity of being heard, 

the imptJgned order should 1:e quashed. ~n view of 

this S1Jbniss ion made by the learned cou~el for the parties 

ani in the interest of justice, it is felt that the 

applicant should 1:e given a reasonable OPPortunity before 

the issuance of th·~ impugned order Ann::x'...li'e A-1. Consequently 

the implJgned order as at Annexilre A-1 dated 26.7.1996 

is hereby qu~shed. The respon:ients_,._ if they still persist 

for the recovery of the amount menl: i')md in AnrL"<.-\-1, they 

can do s.:> only after giving due opportunity to the 

apPlicant. 

6. ConE·equently, the OA is disposed of as ab:>ve. '!he 

respondents are directed no·t t·:> recover any amollnt from 

the pay of the applicant tot·lard.s the overtime allo\>Jance 

starting fr,:>m the month of Septeml:er, 1997 till they 

proceed in the matter f1.1rther as directed a bo\re. 

7. The o.A. is dispOSed of accordingl7 with no 

order as to costs. N.A. No.194/97 is ·T:llso dispoE:ed of 

accordingly. 
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&"t~rv~ 
(Ratan Prakash) 

Judie ial Member 


