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ORIGINfili APELICACION MD,126 of 2003

Jabalpur, this the 27th day of Pdaruary, 2003 •

Hbn*ble Mir,R,K.Upadhyaya,: MetiberU)
HDn'ble Mrs.Meera Chhibber, Menber (j)

Gul Mohd,, aged 59 years,
S/o late Siri Khairat Hassain, Tool
Setter, BVPJ, New Ahmad Nagar,
Maharia, Adhartal, Jabalpur.

(By Aivocate- Hc.S.wagu)

1, Union of India through the
Secretary, Fdnistry of Defence,
production, Government of India,
South Block, New D^hi,

2. CSiairman,
Ordnance Factory Board, 10-A,
fihaheed Khudiram Bose, fioad,
Calcutta.

3* Senior General Nbnager,
Vehicle Factory, Jabalpxir.

-APPLICANT

versus

-RESPON)ENTS

ORDER (oral)

By R^K.Upadhyava. Member (Adttnv.) a

The cpplicant is aggrieved by the order dated

21 •2.2003 (Annexure Ar-4) by which the recovery @ 50% of

gross monthly wages of the applicant has be^ ordered from

the month of Feb.2003 onv/ards. Earlier the applicant h^

file OA .884/2002, which was di^osed of by order dated

8.1.2003 in which the ̂ plicant was directed to make a

r^resentation and the respondent 1^.3 was directed to re

consider the amount of monthly installment to be recovered

from the salary of the applicant. The inpugned order dated

21.2.2003 has been passed in pursuanPe to that order of

this Tribunal,

2. It may be recalled that the apaioant „aa conpulsorily
retired from service and subsequently reinstated. He was
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also paid retiral dues and the ̂ rrount already paia is now
proposed to be recovered from the salary of the applicant.
When the applicant had filed earlier O.A. NO.884/20 02, the

quantum of recovery was @ Rs.5,i000/- per nonth and it was
stated by the applicant that only an amount of Rs.735/- was

left for his ej^penses. Ncfrr by the inpugned order dated

21«2.200J|# the respondents have reduced the quantum of

recovery and had restricted the recovery @ ̂,50% of the

monthly wages. The learned counsel of the applicant states

that recovery from the saiary is not under dispute, but the

monthly instalment is .eaocessive particularly pending con-

sideration of regularisation of absence of the applicant

during the period from 06 ,06.1994 to 24,8.2001. It is also

stated that the applicant is to retire on super

annuation on 30,4,2003,

3, After hearing the learned counsel of the applicant

and efter considering the facts of this case, we do not find

any justification to interfere with the orders of the res

pondents. In our opinion, the amount recoverable from the

appli3antH=4^ae^9B3aa should have been recovered as early as

possible. The respondents th^sBlves have nov; reduced the

quantum of monthly installment 5056,. .which appears reasonable

particularly in view of the fact that the applicant is

going to retire on 30,4,2003, On the facts of this Case, no

interference is caiied and this 0,A, is rejected at the

admission stage itself.
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(Mrs,Meera Chhibber) (R,K,Upadhyaya}
Menber (J) ' Member
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