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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, JAIPUR .BENCH, JAIPUR
. i f ' ) o .
0./K.No.151/2001° - Date of order: 2J/971,avf

'Umﬁed‘singh, S/o Magandan Charan, Sub POptmaster,

1
. iEe . )

Alsisar, Distt.Jhunjhunu.
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A

v .:.Appliqant.

; - . -','1 -;; i ' Vs. -
‘ l.f"-‘ Unlo-n ef Indla through Secretary to\ the - Govtﬂ of
o B _India, Mini.of Communlcatlon, Deptt of - Posts, New
| Delhi. S
S é. - ‘Postmaster éenerel,f RejaSthan' Western Regieﬂ:
T Jodhpur.' T - o
N 6 3. . querintendeqt df-Post_Offiees, Jhunjndﬁu bivisioﬁ:

Jhunjhunu. - .

! Y, i

\  «..Respondents.
. “ . .
Mr.K.L.Thawani ' "% Counsel for applicant
[ ' : : ) ‘ !
Mr.Bhanwar Bagri - - -t for respondents.

- : CORAM:
| . Hon'ble Mr.S,K.AgarQal,>Jﬁdiciel,Member.
Hon'bie Mr.A.P. Nagrathf Administretive Member.
PER HON'? BLE MR S.K. AGARWAL JUDICIAL MEMBER.
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ThlS O0.A has been flled agalnst the denial- of the

N

-)

\reséoﬁdents'for refund of Rs.28500/— which has been deducted
fromfthe pay of tne epplicant @ Rs:SOb/—_per,montn w.esf.
lli;96 td SeptemBer 2000.

2, = Facté of the case as stated by tne appllcant are
that the appllcant was appolnted as Postal ;Clerk atterf

_serv;ng for,more ;nqn 4 years ih Military service.ﬂlr is

o stapedlEhat'the‘apélicant‘is eht;tled[to'4 indréments'in‘the
grade Rs.260—480 beeause he.eerved for more than>£t§ears in
R . Military éervice-‘ltyis further statedtthat although the’paye

of the applicant was initially fixed at Rs.2?2/— per month




s

but the department deducted Rs.76/- (PEG) from such fixatlon

'1,0.12,i99.

" which was 1rregular and wrong, therefore, directions were

oivenlto the respondents in 0. A No. 85/96 vide order dated .

it 1s stated that the respodents have recovered

Rs.28500/— from the pay of. therappllcant at the rate of

per month whicn 1s Jrregular hence the denial of

refund of this amount by the respondents=is arbitrary and

1ilegal.-

relief.
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Therefore, the\appllcant filed ‘this 0.A for the

P
i
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Reply'was filed. It'is statedfin the reply‘that‘at

the time of 1n1t1al app01ntment the applicant was given the

,*pay scale Rs 260- 480 and was also given the benefit of for.

‘more than four years Mllitary servicé. It 1s stated that the

applicant in pursuance of a dec151on of PMG dated 27. 6.88. "

A

'recovery was made on’account of excess payment made to the

f

'Accordingly, the pay of the appllcant was'refixed and excess

amount paid to the applicant was worked out from 24 10 81 to

31. ﬂ 96

.

It is- further stated that recovery @ Rs.500/- per

’ \

month was started from the salary of the applicant WeCo f.

1.2, 96 upto September 2000 and’ Rs.QSOOO/— was recovered from

the,salary of‘the appl;cant upto September.ZOOO_and not

that

7Rs.28506/—'as,alleged by the‘applicant.AIt;is,also-stated

in pursuance "of the ‘order dated *10.12.99 'in/ O.A

NoL85/96; Rs. 44‘874/L:"as, paid to the 'applicant on

19}i0;2000 It is also stated that tne anplicant was pa1d

full financial benefit w.e,f;6.2;95 and no financial benefit

prior to'this date;was paid to the applicant; Therefore,'the

action of the respondents recoverlng the excess amount paid

to the appiicant is neither arbltrary nor 111egal. Hence the
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.applicant has no case.

Heard the learned counsel for the parties and also’

/
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.perused the whole\record. | .

\.,»5;“5 Admlttedly,v they applfcant..was yentitled. to ‘four
_fncremﬂnts for servfngymore'than 4Ayears:in'military"service;'

‘ - Jand-he was:entitled_to be fixed at Rs.292/- at the,time of
his initial'appointment-as éostal Clerk in the pay scale
Rs. 260 480. It is also abundantly clear that thls fribunaf'

g ‘-v1de order dated 10. 12 99 in O.A No 85/96 held 1n so many_

A

! . words that the entire pens1on of the appllcant should be
| .
[ 1gnored whlle f1x1ng h1s 1n1t1al pay on. his app01ntmenb as

POstal Clerk in’ tne pay scale Rs. 260—480 Oon the basls of

L .'thls observatlon of the ‘Tribunal . in. the aforesald O.A, m;r

; ‘\\f I ¥

recovery from the appllcant @ Rs,SOO/flper month on account

. R of ' excess payment made to the applfcant' .appears to be-

LS

arbltrary and 1llegal. We are, therefore, of. the, cons1dered‘

oplnlon that no recovery could have been made from the pay

1
N . . -

’ ~ : of the appllcant @ Rs. 500/-,per month on account of the

’ ’ excess payment made in pursuance of the order of PMG dated
“.‘/ ’ ' . ) 101.9‘6. .
6. We, therefore, allow this "0.A and direct the

\respondents ‘to refund' Rs.28,000/- ‘recovered 'from - the

»

. appllcant in pursuance of order dated 1. l 96 1ssued by PMG,
i : - ‘w1th1n 3 months from«the date of receipt of a copy of this
order. In the facts and c1rcumstances of this case, . the

applicant is not entitled to any interest on the amount so

“

5 - refunded. L - :
- 7. = No order as to costs. - .
f - \ . N . - 3 ’
:\JW4J3 . E : S A
, ~ (A.P.Nagrath) : ' e (S.K.BRgarwal)
Member (A). ‘4 . o T " Member (J).
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