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(Open Court)
CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
ALL A1AB AD

Original dpplication No. 524 of 2002

Allahabad this the 8th_day of May, 2003
HON' BLE MRS.MEERA GHHIBBER, MBMBER(J)

Chanddan Singh son of Late Bhawan 3ingh
R/ o House No.. 55/244, Bhabha Nagar,
Sanigawa Road, Kanpur Nagaer - 208 02l.

ss o, ...-Applican‘t.

(By Advocate : Sri P. Qjha )

Versus

1'% The Union of India through

the General Maneger, North Eastern HKailway,

6 Gorakhpur.

21 The Divisional Railway Manager (Kamik)
North Eastern Railway,

LUCkndﬂo

--.-o..¢-¢.395p0ndent5.

(By advocate : Km.S,Srivastava)

BY HON. MRS. MEERA .CHHIBBER, MBMBER(J)

By this O.A. applicant has Sought the following
reliefs para 8 (Page 7) :

"(i) direct the respondents to pay the interest
accuring on the delayed payments of the dues paid

to the petitioner, " L
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"(ii) direct the respondents to pay the interest
on t&e anount of integest_whichargngiégg %%%%i%?l=‘ )
between 31.8.1990 and 17.5.1998 and pay medical
dues to the petitioner during the period abovesaide.®

u(iii) to pass such other or further order as this

court may deem fit and proper in the circumstances
of the case., "

"(iv) to award costs of the petition to the petitioner."

2., It ie submitted by the applicant that he retired
from service on 31,8,90 from the post of assistant Driver
in the scale of 5,825-1200/-, but at the time of determination
of his pension, his serviceg conditions could not hass beem-
taken into consideration,  Subseguently’ the Rallway Roard

vide their letter dated 19,2,1997 directed the respondents

to prepare his pensionary benefits on the basis of treating
him as Running staff, which was not to be taken as precedence,
Thereafter, the applicant was issued revised PPO and from
1,4,1998 he was given revised pension (annexure nos. 1,2 & 3).
The applicant has submnitted that due to mistake of the
respondents, he had suffered mental agony as ol he could
not perform the merriage of his daughters and even his

sons could not be uiven proper education . He was not given
the interest on the pensionary benefits for the period from
31.8.90 to 17.5,98. aAccording to him, the amount paid to him
in the year 1997 amounting to s, 31850 will fetch Rs,52575/-
interest + is,63470/- &5 the amount of interest on the arrears
405, 99300 As the amount due @ 15% simple interest + 171220/-
speni on mental treatment of the petitioner which lasted

for four vears, Being augrieved, he even gave representations
to the authorities in Spptember & oOctober!'99 (Annexure 4 & 5).
Thereafter, he bed approached this Tribunal by filing 0.A.

" no. 634 of 2000 which was decided on 28,6.2000 by directing
the respondent no,2 to decide the applicant'!s representation

dated 30,9,2000 within a period of three months £rom the

date of comiunication of the order. pursuant to the said

direction, respondents have rejected the representation of
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3. The respondents on the other hand have 5-"*5"3*.:5%_ |

nC pensiorE ry benefits were due to the petitioner prior
to the issunance of the letter dated 19.5,97 and whatever
= amount was das after the retirement, it was paid to

the petitioner, goe if he had been given any amount pursuant

to the letter dated 12.,5.97, he would not be entitled to
any interest thercon. They have relied on para 87 of IREM |
(annewure-2) to state that no interest is admissible if |
the Government's cecision ftaken subsequent to the retirement
of = railway servant, They have further explained that i
the applicant was performing the duties of pDiesel Rail Car
Assistant, wno were s:bsequently treated as running staff
by the Railway uinistrv, Therefors, tlie subseguent amount e
was Feacer paid c hinm by treating him as member of

the unninac staff. As £ar as nis claim for mental 1illness
is concernsd, they have submitted that he was a railway
empioyee and ccurld use the facility in railway hospital.
In any case, ne has not annexed any document with this

petition to show that he had made any such claim, nor has

he exlaimed from where he had taken the treatment. It is {
only 2 bzld statement made by the applicant, which cannot be

taken into consideration at all. L

4. T have heard both the counsel znd perused the pleadinasj
| . |
as well, jﬁ
N
5. rerusal of the 0.A. does not show that the applicant 3

was p3id his pensionary bencefits for the first time in the
y==zr 19938, but only shows that he was paid some difference
of arrears in the year 1998, that too after the Railway
sinistry had given their approval by treating him as a
running staff as a result of which he became entitled to

certain arrears, The respondents have explained that he had 3
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was even given promotion in non-running categor “JL
he had worked for some time in the running staff, tﬁéﬁ
‘*‘Iinistry&;:ﬂﬁ; one time meas e ac:cept.ed hig claim by the
letter dated 19,.5,97 and the dé‘?ﬂed PPO was also issucd

on 18,12,97 and differente of arrearZs was also paid to him

vide cheque dated December'97, ao simply because the applicantf§

$

was given some arrears on account of treating him as running

staff, it does not mean that he was not given other retiral
Powluch Vo

benefits, It was only an amount of Bs, 31730/=pwas paid in

the year 1997, otherwise all the retiral benefits had already

i been paid to him,after his retirement in 1990, Therefore,

it is not t:mderstood as to how he. states that he could not

marry off-his daughters or could not give proper education

to his son also. There is nothing on record to show that

the applicant was suffering from any mental illness during

this period,., He has not even mentioned *ﬂ-{enzln:;e:'.soeise from

which he was suffering and from where he f1as tak.ﬁ? treatment

and aezesn he has %Ste:;:m:!.tted any billain the present Ou 2y

demanding any medical reimbursement, t herefore, tiiis case

is absolutely mis-=conceived and calls for no interference.

Therefore, the 0.,aA. 1s dismissed with no order as to costs,
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MEMBER (J)
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