Central adminisrative Tribunal
. Principal Bench, Mew 0Delhi

Qg o, 1461,/ 2001

Hon’hble Shri Shanker Raiu, Member ()
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Thursday, this the &th day of June, 200

Shri Johri Lal

s /o Late Shri Murgi
Hrfd Ureszar Grade
Rallway Hospital
Western Reilway Gangpur City
at present Clo Shiri Satish C‘nau-f
41.27, Srd Floor
Hawa Bazar ‘
Dalhi -~ 110 D0&, o Bpplicant
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(By Advocate: Shri 3.C.Guptal
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oo Union of India through
4 The Genasral HManager
Western Rallway
Church Gate
Mumbza i .

2. Divisional Rallway Manager
Weastern Raillwaw
Kota Division
Bota. . Respondants :

~

(By Adwocate: Shri V.3.R.8rishna)

’ ORDER (Qral)

By Shanker Raiuw, M{OIY:
Heard the partiss.
2. The claim of the applicant is non-pavment

of  Gratulty amounting to Rs. 18,480/~ and an amount of

Ra.ldz2ée,/~  as insurance mongy. It is also =stated that

the annual Increments have not bgen paid to the
applicant regularly. The contention of thse learned
counsal  for applicant that insurance amount has newesr
eaen taken into consideration and stagnation

|2

incremants have not besn reckoned with and the pavments

have not  been pald thersof. It i= also stated that

desplite making several representations no reply  has
&V bean s&in o the applicant  who retir i

sup@erannuation on 3L.1.1988.
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7. Respondents” ocounsel, in the reply, stated

that the 0Aa iz barred by limitation as in  December,

o informed about his

fZ}

1989 the applicant has e

dizmentitlensnt f  stagnation increment, the orders

[

for the last 14 wvears, the 08

83
mn
o
a3}
e
y—s
¢t
O

hawve not bean

KW

nitation under 3ection 21 of T e

—
ale

is bkarred by
gpaministrative Tribunals édct, 1985. It is also stated
that the Gratuity of Rs.18,463,~ has been paid already
wide order dated 15.4.1988 which was dispatched vids
coo 7 MoLl0 dated 20.4.1988 and  similarly Inﬁurance

amount of Rs.1278/- was also pald to applicant wide

CO7 Mo.l38  dated 12.9.198% ana  ths informatican
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raegarding increment was also given to the applicant in

the wvear 1989, It is stated that last increment was

accordad  on 19.3.1975% which was maximum of the scal

B

and  he was given an adwances incraement on  14.8.1974.

Tt is

A

stated that the applicant has fnot 2ent  anw
infoermation regarding wvacation of Rallway
accommodation, despits this, all the pavments have
baesn mads to him.

. In rejoinder, learnaed counssl fFap
applicant stated that no order for payment was Issued
te  bhe applicant by the respondents and the amount of
Re.l1&,480 7~ has besn withdrawn by someons with forged

signature of ths applicant and he reiterated the other

contentions already taken in the O,

5. I have carefully considersd the rival
ontentions of both the learned counssl and perused
the material on record. In so far as his grievance of

&b incremsnt Is  concerned, once the decision hasz  bean

communicated  to him  on 9.12.1989, he e falled to
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approach
under  Section 21 of
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Dy limitation and

#B5. A sucrbin My
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this Tribunal within the pericd as znvisaged

the Aadninistrative Tribunals Act,

[ =R

w/thig U is barrsd

=t
o

considdare:

this grievancs cannot b

entartained. A5 regards the pavment of Insurance and

Gratulty is concerned, having mad

that the amount

applicant and the sams has besn withdirawn by

has already been disbur

s

& aweairmeint

£}
—
ie
O

{
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to the

3N

forga&?f

9
o
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signature by an impostor, the remedy against that liss

o the

comeaetent forum, .., Polios.

This Tribunal

is not to sit an investigating agency to redress  the

applicant’s oclaim.

& However, in the interest of justice, fth

B

raspondents are Jdirected to furnish the particulars of

~

pavment,

W om

by which  the amount has besn sent to the

within a périod of

2., copies of the wvouchers, Cls, pavy ordsr

applicant,

one month from the date of receiph

of & copy of this order.

7. In thes

accordingly dismissed

result, the Oa lacks merit and is

Fwith the above chservation. Mo

S Ry

(Shanker Raju)
Member (J)



