
JE TRBUNL CENTFAL \DMIN ISTRTI 

C1\LCUTTA BENCH 

0.P. No 531 of'1996, 

present : H0NBLE Me.. 0. PURKAVRSTHA, JUDCIAL MEMBER. 

Shrj Bhim Ghoraj 
So— Late Indra 
Ex—Cangman under 
SE Rly, residing 

Viii-. Uttar Chanc 
P0. Dhuliapur, 
01st—. Midnapore. 

Irg, 

horai1, — 	- 
PWI/Tamluk, 
at — 
lara, — 

I.e 	 ppiicant. 

1. Union of India, 
through the Ce eral Manqer, 
SE Rly, Garden Reach, Cl-43. 

2 •  ChiaP Project Manager 
SE Rly, Calcuta. 

Sr. Dlvi, Persnne1 0ff cer,  

	

SE Rly, Kharaghur, 	I  

Permanent Way knspector l. 
SE Rly, Tamluk Midnapoe. 

••. 	Respndants1  

r Applicant : Mr. R. Chakrabory, CounS?l. 

r Respondents : Mr. P. Chatterjee, Coun4el. 

ard on 	17.1.97 	 0rdared on : 17111997•  

L Heard id. Counsel for bo h the ps'txes. 

The applicant being a re ired Canqrnen under P.WI, 

amluk, SE Rly, has come with the alleotiôn in the instnt 

agsinst the respondenta that since hib retirement ha Is 

getting any pension, gratuity etc thuh he went on retire.... 

	

ant .on superannuation on 31.5.1964. 	
I 
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3. 	The case of the applicant is that 	he was originally 

appointed in the Construction Unit as Cüui.. labour under the 

railway..respondents. Thereafter, he was transferredto Open Line 

under P.W.I, Tamluk, SE Rly and he had to approach this Triburlial 

on several occasions for getting reliefs Prom the department. 

Ultimately, as per Order of 
1 . 
 the Tribunal passed in O.A. No, 75 

of 1989 filed by the 	instant applicant along with others which 

was disposed of by an'iJrder dated 17.6.1992, the applicant was 

regularised as Gangman w.e.f, 1.4.1973 vidle Off1c Order dated 

4.9.1995. But before that date, the applicant had gone on .retirs 

',mant on superannuation w,e.r. 31,5.1994. Even'.after retjr.emert 

he is not getting any provisiona 

his entit1$hent. Theregore, he 

again for getting appropriate rel 

fatuity etc. 

pension,L gratuity etc as per 

as epprbached this Tribunal once 

ieP 'in respect of pension, 

This claim of the applicant has been reaistd by the, 

respondents by Piling a skeleton eply, which I have perused. 

Rdmitting the 'case of the a.ppiicakt, the rspondents have praed 

for time to enable them to finalise the matter for clearnaceP 

arrears and pay fixation. The re5pondGntshavea1so admitted 

the fact that the provisional pCnsion is yt to be sanctibnedjn 

favour of the applicant. In this connectiohthey aver that th 

Respondont.lys, have taken up the matter with associated Finnce 

to accord Proviional Pension aftr properHierificatjon. 

I have considered the fec a and cik'cumstances of the case 

perused records. During hearing, 1lr •  Chakaborty, id. Counseli 

appearing for the applicant subini s that Iere'w5s an intentjor,al 

delay on the part of th.e responde ts to harass. the applicant 

and from the very admitted positicl,n of the 1 ref''jt,.. 

-

is Pound that 

hey did not take any action till date eRc 	t ptthasteps have been 

n for grant of provisional pension 

Cóntd,..P/.. 



-- 
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heefore, according to Mr. Chekrabdrty, tPe applicant is entitled 

to get interest on his due claim from the iate of retirement till 

5ctual payment is made by the respondents.!  

6. 	Mr, Chatterjee, id. Counsl appearing on behalf of th 

/ 	railway-respondents submits that there is no intentional delèy on 

the part of the respondents but die to nonravailability of soriie 

reference for verification, the claim of the applicant could 
	

t 

be settled. Therefore, he submitsl that thel respondents shoul.d be 

allowed further time as prayed fo' finalisinthe matter. 

7, 	1 have considered the submissions nade by the learned 

Counsel for. both the parties and I find that it is a admitte 

position that the applicant was confirmed on the basis of the 

direction givenby this Tribun2l ~in the,CCp No. 56/93 arising. 

out of OA No. 765/89. The condudt of the espondents indicats 

that inspite of specific directin. given n that O.*, the, appli-

cant had to approach this Tribunl again' y filing a Contempt 

petition against the resPndentstfor getting relief as directd 

in the O.A. rpreover, it is found that tt1e compliance Order was 

issued by the respondents only on 17.6,92 confirrn1fg the applicant 

in the PCR post w.e,f, 1,4,1973. 1 also find that the applicant 

went on retirement and he ha3 hot been gien the Provisional Penal 

even, Ha did not ge any pensionary beneflits according to his 

entitlement:under the Pension Ruiies..due to latches of the respon-

dents. Suchinaction and/or omission ontIa part of the railway-

respondents does. not Speak we1 un the mater of. disposal or a 

pension case of a retired employe, Therfore, I find that it is' 

a fit case to give adirection upon the r'spc'ndants to pay the 

applicant his all peñsionery admissible bnOfits, irnmediétel.y. 

80 	In the result., .the application is allowed, The Re'sponde*,t 

1 & 2 are dirEcted to fiflalze the pnsion proposal of 

applicant and to make payment of pnsión,.g.ratujty etcwith.jn 

Contd,.P/4. 
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a period of 3 monthsi from the date of communication of this Order, 

failing which,.the applicant shaU be entLtlad toget interest 

T15% per annum Prom the date of retirernet till payment is actual y 

made. The applicant is also entitled to 6et cost Rs, 500/— to be 

paid by the respondents. Accordingly, the application is disposed 

of. 	• 

( 0. Purkayastha ) 
Member •() 


