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Honvble Mr. S·K·I • Naqvi,. Judicia] JIolember·

_~~:~~:. Mr· ~.:E..:.Singh I -------dmin1strative Member •
._------

Madan Mchan Prasad, son of late

Sri B a 1 de 0 1-,aJ , 1)10 149 -C ,

JatepjY oai] way colony I

GorakhfUr·
- ••.••••.•• Applicant .

',.cl Sri Bashist Tewari.
Versus

1 • chief Wrcks Hanager (P) Workshop,
N .E .Q 1y, Gor akh f..U r •

2 • Union cf India, trrough the Gener2l Manager,

N.E. R ly 0 I GorakhfNr·

3 • Vi jay Kumar s on of late Sri Paje ndr a Prasad
Mist ri High Ski l1ed mai nt e nence Shop N .E • ply -,

Workshcp GorekhfUro ~/o 149-C, Jatepur pailway

Colony, Gorakhp..lr-

••••... - . - -Respendent; s

e/F Sri p.,.K. Gaur •
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Sri Bashist Tewa'd r e ar-ne d c cunse j fer the

applicant rrent i oned during final argument t he t cut of

re'iefs sought in this 0", n01/l1he has to press the

r€' ief in "'es~ct of payment of )eave-en-cashment amount

only I which l.as not been paid to appl icant, Madan

Mohan Prasad who retired on 31·7 .82 while he was
I

w or ki nq as Head tirre Kee~r_ Norkshop in the r e s pcnden ts

e s t abj Ls hme nt; ,

2 . As per respondents case the arrcu nt of leave-en-

cas rrne nt he s net been paid on the qr cund that applicant

did net vacate the quarter, al'otted to his dUring

service tifT"e and ke pt t he same in hi s occu pati on even
'j-

after t'is r e t Lr-err ent from service.

3 • Heard learned c conse ) for r I ve I contesting

Parties and perused t he record.,

4 • In this mat t e r- the controversy is verY short.

It is not in dds pot e t ha t c£tE'!" retirement th~ apflicant

WaE. enti t) ed t c qe t an amelint of leave-en-cas hrrent •

It is a Lsc net in dispute t he t even e>fter his

retirement the applic('mt remained in occupation ef

qu ar te r a~_~otted to him for the service tenure and

did not vec at e t he qu arter up to 5.3 .98. The learned

c cunse i for the applicant rrake s a statement 011 behalf

of the applicant that if there is an}" amcunt due

against the aPPJicent I for his occupation of qUarter I
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that may be dedu eted and the ba lance be paid to him,

if their remains any-

4 _ Fo,- the above vie find that it is a fi t case

to direct the respondents tc settle t he claim cf the

app] icant in respect of payment of 1eave-en-cashrrent

to whicr. he became entitJed on retirement and, the

amount, if any rerr,ains after deduction of dues against

applicant I be paio to him wi thin feu r weeks frOTI the
'-If \~ r::A,~ ;..(s· a }--e

date of ocrnmunce t i on of this order- v~ , ~r-'--~
cL./ye..c-<c"d a.~ c: d)-~I-"--N'

5 _ Th€ ot> is di s poaed of with above observations-

6. There s hal 1 be no order as to cost s >

~
Member-"-

Ineelaml


