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IN TH~ CE~~RAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, JiIPP~:B~NCH, JAIPUR 

Date 

' ' 

of ord~r: 2-i/9/1-~ 
, . I . 
o.'A.No.151/2001' 

· Ummed. Singh, S/o Magandan Charan, s·ub Po.st.master, 
I·' 

Alsis,ar, Dist ti.Jhunjhum~:. · 

.:.Applic;ant. 

Vs. 

1. Union of . India through Secretary· to tne · Govt· of 
I I 

I 
India, Mini.-of Commun'ication; Dept:t.of :Postsr New 

De,lhf. 

2. Postmaster Gener~!, · Rajas'than Western Region, 

Jodhpur.· 

' ' -
3. Superintendent of Post Offices, Jpurijhtinu Div.isipn, -

Jhunjhunu. 

\ ••• Respondents. 
' Mr.K.L.Thawani ·:Counsel f6r applicant 

foi r~spondents. Mr.Bhanwar Bagri 

'/' I 

Hon'ble M.J:.S,.K.Agarwal, Judicial Member. 

~on'ble Mr.A.P.Nagrath,· Ad~inistrative Member. 

PER HON·' BLE MR S .K .AGARW~L, JUDICIAL MEMBER. 

' .' 

This O.A ha's been filed against· the denial· of the ... 
, respond~nt~ 'for refu~d of Rs.28500/- which has been deducted 

' 
from -the pay of. tne applicant @ Rs.500/-' per. month w.e •. f. 

1.1.96 t6 September. 2000. 
• ' I • 

J ' 
2-. Facts of the' case· as stated by tne applic'ant are 

I 

that the applicant was appointed a.s · Postal :clerk after 

serving 'tor .mo're than ·4· years in Military service., It is 
. . . ~ 

sta~ed that the· applicant :is entitled to 4 incr
1

ements in' the 
'-· 

grade Rs .26-0-480 -becau·se he s'.rarved for more than- 4. y.ears in· 

Military service. It is fui;ther stated. that although the 'pay 

of the applican~ was initially fixed· at Rs.2~-2/- p~r ~cmt~ 
., 

-
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but th~ .depfirtment. deducted Rs. 76/...,.(PEG) from ·such ·'fixation -
i . 

which .was iri:eg·ula,r and wrong, ·therefore, directions were 
. ' I . 

given /to 
1· 

the. respondents in Q.A No.85/9'6 vi-de order dated·_· 
• I 

. I tt 10.12~~9~. is stafed' ttiat the· respodents haye recov.ered 

Rs.28500/'- from the pay 0 1f the •appl,icant at tne rate of· " 

Rs.500/- pe~- month wh.i.ch · ~s" ',irregt.1,lar hence the denial of . 
. "' ... ... . _,. " 

refund of. ~h'is amount by ~~e. r:espond~nts··, is arbitrary and 

~ll~~f_l. Therefore, the_ appli9ant file,_~ :this· O.A .for: the 

relief. 
' . 

~1: ii 

. Reply. was fil,ed,. It. is stated in the re'ply that' at· 

the time of ~riitlai appo~~trnent t~e appl1c~nt was giveri t~e 
' , ~ , ' . ' . 

·pay ·scale ·Rs .260-480 .and was .a,lso given the· benefit of for. 
,. 

·mcn:e than four .years .[vliLitary service. :i:t i~ stated that.the 

·recovery. wa:.s made on1 account: - of. excess' payment mad~ to the 
( 

applicant in pursuance of a· dec,ision ·of PMG dat.ed. 27.6.88. · 
1 ' t\ I ' 

. f 

Ac~ofd~ngli~· the p~y -o~ the applica~t ~as.~efixed·and ~xcess 

amou.nt paid to t'he applicant was worked out frdai 24.10.~1 to 

31.1(.96· •. It. is··furthe~. s~ated th~t re'covery @ Rs.500/~ p~r 
·. I 

month was star~ed from the sal.ar.y· of the applicant w.e. f. 

l.2~96. upto.sept~rnb~r 2000 and Rs.~8000/~ wa~ ~ecovered fr~m 
.· . ' . . ' 

the .salary of , the appI~cant upto . September -"2000 and not 
' . .. ..... , 

! . 
·Rs.28500/- ·as .alleged by the appli_cant •. It is _also stated 

tha.t in pursuanc:_e "'of the order Qated '10.12.99 in' O.A 

No~85/96~ Rs.441874/- · · was. paid to the · appl~cant· on 

i9·.10~2000. It is a·lso stated that.·tne~ a_ppli.cant. was paid 

full f~nan~ial benefit w.e~f·~.2~95 and no .iiriancial beqefit 
• . I 

prior to this. ~ate' was paid ·to. 'the applicant.· 'fherefore, tne 

a~tion.of the r~spondenti'recovering.the ei~e•s am~unt paid 
. . ... , .. ' 

to the applicant is rieither.-~rbitrary nor i1legal.: Hence the 

. ~pplicant has no case. 

4 •.... Heard the learned counsel for ~he parties and also 
• I 

.'1.~. l:yv . . .. I 
·1· 
I 
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' perused the whol~- ~record.; 

5.-' ; Admittedly, the ~ppli1cant was entitled to four 
·- ' 

~ncrem~n~s fo~ serving_ more "th~ri 4 y~ars:in mtlit~ty ·s~tvice, 
I 

,and he was 
1

e·ntitied to be tixed at Rs.~92/'.- at the ,time of 
' . ,, 

his 
. ' . . 

initial appointment as I?ostal Cl~rk in the pay. scale 

Rs.260-480. It is al·so abund~nt~y c~ear that. this ·rribunal 
• c c ... -

v ide order dated 10 .12. 99 in o • .l;\,· No. 85 /96 neld in so many 
~ • • 'I. • 

. . . 

· .. 'words / that -q1e entir.e pension of the,. applicant should be 
I . . 

' ignored while, fixing his initial pay on. his appointment0
• as 

Postal c1'e'rk i'n' Jh~ pay scale· Rs .260-480·. On tne basis of 

this observation O'f the Tribunal , irt 'the aforesaid· O.A, -
~~coveiy irom the applltant ~ Rs~500/~ per ~onth .on accdunt 

of ' excess 
I 

made. to 
' I 

the a~plicant' ~appea~s I to be· payment 
'" . \ ' . 
'.atbitrary and ille~al. ~e are, therefore, of the considered 

opinion· that ·no recovery could· have been made ·t'rom the pay 
.' ' ' .\ - I' • • 

. ' . 
of 'the applicant .·@ Rs. 500/- per month on account of , the 

• ' -=-'' . 
. excess ·payment made in 1 pursu~nce of the order of 'PMG dated 

'· 

1.:1.96 • 
. 1-

6.. We, therefore, allo~ this ho.A a~~ direct the 

. , ·respondents 'to refund Rs ~28 ;-600/- · I:-e~overed · from - the 
, 

,<' 
applicant· in pur~uance of 6rder dated 1.1.96 issiied by ~MG, 

• w;ii:.hin · 3 ·months from ,the date of rec.eipt 'of a copy of· this 
·-. ' ' 

o'rder.- I-n the facts and circumstances of this case-,, t.he 

.applicant i~ not erititl~d io ~ny interest on the amount so 

refunded. 

7 ... No order as to costs. 

L-+"' (A .,P .Nagrath) 
. I 

Member (A). Member, (J) ., . 

' 
-· 

' I \ . 

·-/ 

I. 


