
In the Centrel Advinistrative Trjunal 
Calcutta Rench 

CA N..859 if 1996 

Present : H.n'nle Mr D Purkayastha, Judicial Member 

Hari Prasad 	 f 	Applicant 

Vs. 

1) Unisn of India, thrsu!h General 
Mana!er, Estern Nailway, Calcütta 

/ 

Chief Pers.nnei Officer, E Rly., 
Ca1cutta. 

Chief Enire($&C), Eastern My., 
Calcutta. 

Deputy Chief En!ineer(C.nst.), Eastern 
Natiway, He1ah 
ijstnjct Efl!inoer(C.n.). Eastern ftly., 
Hawrahri  

Chief Asceunts Officer, Eastern My., 
C lcutt a. 

Inspecter if W.rks(C.nst), E. My, 
H.wrah, Tikiapara. 

Smt. Kflti Debi, EN. Railway Cleny, 
Tikiapara, Hewrah. 

.•... Resp.ndents 

For the Applisant : Mr NI(. ftsy1  Adv.sate 

Per the Nespendents: Mr.:. 04 SaLaddar, Advacate 

.ardsn : 13-11-98 	 Dite.ofJi4ement : 13-11-98 

ON BE 
D. PUKAYASTHA. JM  

Applicant Shri Hani;Prasad cla*s to be s.n if late Ram 

Chander, Ex—Ch.wkidar, pisted at $aanachi level cressin!, Gate N9.3 

under the Inspectir of W.rks (Censtructien), Eastern Railway, Tikiaparoj  

Accordiing to the applicant, his father died on 27-6-93 but respendents 

did not make any payient of settlement dues on acceunt if death if his 

father on the ground that his father married an.ther Smt. Kunti Devi 

after the death of his fjrstwjh who was theal.ther if the 

applicant. Since the respendents did net make any payment despite 
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his repeated representatiin, he appreached this Tribunal for givin 

directien upen the resp.ndentsts make payment of all settlement dUeS 

on acceunt if his father. 

2. 	RespendentS denied the claim if the applicant by fi1in 

written rply statin, inter—alia, that late Ram Chander died on 27693 

but bef.re  his 'death he executed an affidavit dated 4.8.92 	his re 

marriage with •neSmt. kunti Dcvi after the death if his first wife late 

Lila Devj, It js als. stated that late Raq Chander had further given 

a family declarat.n for availaing Pass and PlO facilities wherein the 

following names had been inc.rp.rated with relati.n as stated a!ainst 

each : 

j) Smt, Iunti Dcvi 	... Wife 

Srj a5u Prisad 
	

Sen 

SriSarju Pr.sad 	,.. Sen 

Smt. Fuflani 	 ... Daughter 

3• 	Ld, Advocate Wr. I.y in behalf if the applicant strenususly 

argued bef ire me that st.ry •4marria,e with Smt. lunti Dcvi sheuld net 

be accepted in vietw if the fact that the applicant's father did net 

marry secend time after the death of his first wife. S., stery if 

marriae sh.uld,be disbelieved. 14. Adv.cate further submits that Smt:. 

KuntI Dcvi was a rnde a party inthat procedding but she did net csme 

ward to centest the claim if the applicant. Thereby, it may be 

presumed that Smt.iI(unti Dcvi had no interest abiut the claim raised 

by the applicant in his applicatien. It is also stated that Smt. IKunti 

Dcvi is the wife if anether persen named Shri Paras and she is residing 

with her husband il anither quarters 

4. 	14. Adveèate Mr. Samadar on behalf if the respindents submIts 

that th.ci Smt, I<unti Devi claimed settlement dues if the deceased Rn 

Chander, department ceuld net make any payment ecause rival claimant 

there. So, 	 can ibtain successi.n certificate for the 

purpese of !ettiflq all benefits if the deceased empl.yee in view if the 

rival claims aivaned by Smt. Kunti Devi 



J 

—3- 

5. 	I have gone thr.u!h the records as well as considered the 

submiss ions of U. Advocates of both the parties. I find that there 

is a !enuine djsjte regarding marriage of Siit. Kuriti Devi with the 

father of the applicant which cannot be adjudicated by this Tribunal 

it is admitted fact that Smt. Kunti Devi preferred an appeal claiming 

the settlement dues of the deceased Ram Chnder and before the death 

of ftam chandero he submitted an affidavit in support of his re—inarri 

with Smt. .Kunti Devi. In view of the aforesaid circumstances, I find 

that it would. be  appr.priate on the part of the applicant to obtain 

succession certificate from the competent Court of Lw and if succe—

ssion certificate cannt be obtained by the applicant, he would net be 

entitled to !et all benefits as admIssible under the rules. In view 

of the aforesaid circumstances, it would be appropriate on the part 

of the respondents to make all payments to the applicant provided 

applicant can produce successtn,ertifiOate; otherwise he would net 
e  S*fi.b# 	

Ae be entitled to et any benefit in this case. 'Accordin!ly,  

application is dispesed of awar4int no cost 

- 	( D. Purkaystha 
- Member(J) 


