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CMtRAL ADMiNIS'1RATIVi TRIBUNAL 

CUTTACK BENCH :CUTTZCK. 

Date of decision:February 24, 1992. 

P. Yegges Babu 	 Applicant 

-Versus- 
Union of India and others 	.... Respondents 

For the applicant a Mr .G .A.R .Dora, Advocate. 

For the Respo1ents: Mr.Ashok Mohanty, Sr .Standing 
Counsel (Central). 

... ... .. 

CRAM 

THE HONRABLE i"R • K .P .ACHARYA,VICECHAIRMAN. 

1. 1hether reporters of local papers iay be al1ed to see 
the judgrnerit?Yes. 

 To be referred to the reporters or not? 	i'cc 

 Whether His Lordships wish to see the judgment or not?Yes. 
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CEN2AIJ ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
CUTTACK BEtH;CUTTK. 

(1.IGINAL APPLICATION NO. 19  (P  1992. 

Date of decision: February 24,1992. 

P. Yegges BaJ 	 : Applicant 

Versus 
Union of India and others . Respondents 

For the alicant: I1r .G .A.R .Dora, Advoc ate, 
For the RespondentsMr.Ashok Mohanty,Sr. 

Standing Counsel. 

C ORAM 

THE H CN OIJRABLE MR • K .P .AC}i1R YA, V ICE CHAIR MAN 

J U D G M E N T 

K.P.ACHARYA,V.C. 	In this application urer section 19 of the 

Administrative Trib.inals Act, 1985, the Petitioner prays 

to isue a direction to the Opposite Parties to telease 
any 

the graduity amount due to the Petitioner withoutZfurther 

delay. 

2. 	 The Petitioner while serving as Assistant Shop 

Superintendent under the South Eastern Railway posted at 
with 

\Bhubarieswar, ke was serveda chargesheet for shortage of 



100 (one hundred) litres of Mobile Oil etc. The disciplir&y 

proceeding was disposed of on 14th 5eptether, 1990 finding 

the Petitioner guilty of the Charges and the disciplinary 

authority imposed a punishment to the extent of ordering 

recovery of Rs. 1341/-. In the meantime, the Petitioner d 

retired on enperanrivation. The grievance of the Petitioner-

is towards non-payment of the gratuity. 

In their couriter,he Opposite Parties maintain 

that the Petitioner, has 	been found guilty d recomrne- I',  

ndations have been made for obtaining presidential sanction 

to the extent of realising this amount from the gratuity 

rnorie(. 1'he lBresidential sanction is awaited. 

I have heardJearned Counsel for the Petitioner 
111 

and Mr. Ashok Mohanty,learned Standing Counsel(Ceritral). 

From the records I find that the Petitioner has volunteered 

by making a submission to the Railway Administration that 

the said amount of Rs. 1341/- be deducted from the gratuity 

amount and the balance be paid. I think this is a very 

reasonable request made by the Petitioner which shculd be 

acceded to. 

In case of Union of India Vs. N.Padrnariabhan Nair 

reported in AIR 1985(1)5CC 429 Their Lordships of Hon'ble 

Sreme Court have held that paynnt of pensidn and Gratuity 

is noloriger a bounty being paid by the Government. The. 

Petitioner has retired since 30th June, 1990 and the 

disciplinary proceeding has been finalised on 14th September1  

1990. There has been &4wewy long time occupied in disbursing 

\.the gratuity monet to the Petitioner, it is therefore, 



H 	• 

1/31/ 

directed that the entire arount of gratuity to which the 

Petitioner is entitled, be paid to the Petitioner ddctng 
sum 

therefromZof s. 1341/-within 60days from the de of receipt 

of a copy of the judgment failing which the defaulting 

Officer should be personally saddled with the payment of 

of interest. 

5. 	Thus, the application is accordingly disposed of 

leaving the parties to bear their own costs. 

tl  

VICE CJ-AIR4AN 

Central Administrative Tribinal, 
uttack Berich,CuttaCK.Mohanty, 

24.2.92. 
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