
CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
CALCUTTA BENCH 

OA No. 350/13341.2016 	 Date of order: 1 (2o 

Coram.: 

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

Sri Bhola Nath 
V/S 

Union of India & Others 

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

ORDER 
This OA has been flied by the Applicant under 

section 19 f the Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985 in whi h Ie 

has prayed for the following reliefs: 

"(i) To issue appropriate necessary dire tion 
upon the respondents and their men and 
agents to cancel, quash and set aside the 
impugned order dated 10.05.20 16 forthith; 
To issue further direction upon the 
respondents to pay the person @ Rs 6750/-
with effect from 01.01.2006; 
To pass any other order or orders as the 
Hon'ble Tribunal deem fit and proper." 

Heard Mr.KSarkar, Learned Counsel for the 

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

the Respondents and perused the records. 

As it appears from record, the Applicant rekired 

from service on 31.12.1994. The revised pension paynent 

Authority for pre 2006 pensioners/family pensioners v. e. f. 

1.1.2006 was issued by the Respondent Departrneni 011 
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03.12.2015. But the Bank ä'th?1t' 	hOP payiig the pnsion 

at a higher rate. The ode dàte03.12.2015 has again been 

uht 'r k n .. 	. 

reiterated vide order dated 10.05.2016. Based on the said. order 

dated 10.05.2016 h 	he%  nkirea recovery of the "excess 

payment made due to wiOngfiation ofperiion at a higher rate 

the Aplicant objected 	thè 8eng  aggrieved by such 

action of the Bank aUthority 	Applicant submitted 

representation and állgig in actiOn he has preferred this OA. 

The applicant has sought 	héóidér dated 10.5.2016 

bit iO convincing reaoh béádd.ded in support thereof. 

As I find, virtually, the applicant in this OA seeks to challenge 

the recovery which is sought to be made by the Bank due to 

thèfr action. Ithas been alleëd that recovery of excess payment 

to enployees due to w ong rixationfaynot onacourt of any 

misrepresentation by epo'ee. Any wrong fixation that was 

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

after retirement; especially when it is not the cas4 of the 

respondents that the wrong fixation was done at the intance of 

the applicant by way of misrepresentation. From the alove it is 

clear though the amount was paid by the Bank wong1y it 

should not be recovered from him. I am not convinced 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 

OA. 



4 	
Hence without expressing any op1nOfl on the erit 

of the OA, this OA stands disthisSed due to lack of jurisd
4

9iofl. 

.... r 

(A. 14. Pat n a ik) 
judicia1 Member1 


