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HON’ BLE SRI JUSTICE V. RAMASUBRAMANIAN 
AND 

HON’ BLE SRI JUSTICE M. GANGA RAO 

WRIT PETITION No.43163 OF 2017 
 
ORDER: (per  V. Ramasubramanian, J) 

  
 Challenging an order of re-f ixat ion of pay and recovery, the 

respondent  f iled an applicat ion before the Cent ral Administ rat ive 

Tribunal.  The Tribunal allowed the applicat ion, forcing the Railway 

Administ rat ion to come up with the above writ  pet it ion.   

2.  Heard Mrs. K. Aruna, learned Standing Counsel for the 

pet it ioners.  Mr. K. Siva Reddy, learned counsel takes not ice for the 

respondent .  

 3.  Though the law was in a state of f lux for some t ime, the last  of 

the j udgments, was the one in State of Punj ab v. Rafiq Masih1.   The 

Tribunal followed the said decision and set  aside the order of recovery.  

But , at  the same t ime, the Tribunal ensured that  the respondents will 

not  be ent it led to the benefit  of the wrong f ixat ion cont inuously.  The 

respondent  himself ,  as seen from paragraph-7 of the order of the 

Tribunal, rest ricted his prayer only to the recovery and not  to the  

re-f ixat ion.  

 4.  The Tribunal having followed the latest  decision of the 

Supreme Court  cannot  be said to have commit ted any illegality.  Hence, 

the Writ  Pet it ion is dismissed.   

5. As a sequel thereto, miscellaneous pet it ions, if  any, pending 

shall stand dismissed.  No order as to costs. 

_____________________ 
V. RAMASUBRAMANIAN, J 

 
 

_______________ 
                                                                                 M. GANGA RAO, J 
December 26, 2017 
KTL 
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