CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
CALCUTTA BENCH

0A No. 350/1334/2016

Coram:
THE HON'BLE MR.A.K.PATNAIK, JUDICAL MEMBER

Sri Bhola Nath
RS
Union of India & Others

For the Applicant  :Mr.K.Sarkar, Counsel
For the Respondents: Mr.A.K.Banerjee, Counsel

ORDER

Date of order: & / é

‘This OA has been filed by the Applicant under

section 19 f the Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985 in whig

has prayed for the following reliefs:

h he

() To issue appropriate necessary direction

upon the respondents and their men
agents to cancel, quash and set aside

and
the

impugned order dated 10.05.2016 forthwith;

(i) To issue further direction upon
respondents to pay the person @ Rs: 67
‘with effect from 01.01.2006;

(iii) To pass any other order or orders as
Hon'ble Tribunal deem fit and proper.”

2. Heard MrK.Sarkar, Learned Counsel for

the
50/-

the

the

Applicant and Mr. A.K.Banerjee, Learned Counsel appearing for

the Respondents and perused the records.

3. As it appears from record, the Applicant retired

from service on 31.12.1994. The revised pension payment

Authority for pre 2006 pensioners/family pensioners

1.1.2006 was issued by the Respondent Departmeni on
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Ly sod has beos addgeid oy
03.12.2015. But the Bank authdrity went on paying the pénsion

AN et G phie ot Ee e
at a higher rate. The order date 03.12.2015 has again been
' I
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reiterated vide ordér}aaqt{é)&”f6.6%.2016. Baséd on the saidi order
' dated 10.05.2016 when the Bank started recovery of the excess

. payment made due to wrong fikation of pension at a higher rate
the Applicant objected”t6"the ‘samé.” Being: aggrieved bi)/ such

action of the Bank afieﬁdxfify'li;fh’éi ~Applicant ~ submitted

fefpirfesaéritatidn'éhd;évl‘l{'égi{ﬁfg:"'iﬁ"'éétibﬁ"hé' ‘has preferred this OA.
The applicant has sought to 'qiidsh’ the order dated 10.0|5.2016

S TR A SUmisreproseniatoy © o 0 - :
but 0o’ convincing reason has been adduced in support thereof.

As 1 find, virtually, the égpl'i'tant in this OA seeks to ch!allenge
l

the f’ecovéry’whic:h"’is"sbﬁ‘g'ﬁt to be made by the Banl(l: due to
11 :

théif’abtibh. Ithasbeen ’é'ilé

ed that recovery of excess payment
e ) Lo VeLOVED SR TUERE A |

to employees due to wrong fixation of pay not on'accoup’)t of any
misrepresentation by employee. Any wrong fixation tihatvwas

said to have been made earlier shall not sought to be reJcovered

after retirement; especially when it is not the cas% of the
respondents that th\e.wrong fixation was done at the instance of
the applicant by way of misrepresentation. From the al|nove itis
clear though the amount was paid by the Bank wrongly it
should not be recovered from him. I am not convincefd on the
stand of the applicant. Be that as it may, since the challenge of

the applicant against the recovery of the excess payment made

by the Bank, this Tribunal lacks jurisdiction to entertain this

|

L

OA.
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4. Hence without expressing any opinion on the merit

of the OA, this OA stands dismissed due to lack of jurisdiction.
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No costs.
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