In The Central Administrative Tribunal
Calcutta Bench

C2.437 eof 1997

Present : Hen'ble NMr. G.S, Meingi, Administretive

Anil Kumar Ghose eevo Applicant
- VS -

1) Union of India, 'service threugh
the General Menager, Eastern Railway,
‘17, N.So Raad, CQlCUtta—lo .

2) The Sr, Divisional Persennel Officer,
Eastern Railway, Sealdsh Division, P,O.
Sealdah, Calcutte-l14,

cece Respondents
For the Applicant - Mr, B. Mukherjee, AdvoCaﬁé

”

For the Respondents: None

Heard on : 8-5-200C Date of Order : £~5-20C0

CRDER

This appllcatlon has been f1led unner SectlJn 19 of the

Admlnlqtrdtlve Tribunals Act, 1985 by Shri Anll Kr. Ghose, retired

employee of the Eastern R81Lch egainst the Union ef Indizs threugh ~

the CGeneral Manager, Eagstern Railway and Senier Dlvlslenal Persennel

Officer, Eastern Rallway regarding non-péyment of retirement beneﬁxQ

- of the epplicant &s alse non-censideration of the representation

made by the applicant to the railway autherity.- J

2. It eppears that the retirement benefits of the applicant
have been withheld by the autherity on acceunt of disciplinary
case whiéﬁ Was lodgec ageinst the spplicant end in reSpect of which

the Enquiry Officer has since submitted his report to the respon=

dents. The enqumry‘report was submitted by the En-qu1ry Offlcer

. vide hls report dated 26.4, 1995 &and the Divisional Commer01al

CQn‘td. ¢ o0
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7// - Meanager, Sealdah had addressed tziﬁapplncant to submit his S&ﬁﬁtt/

‘7§2;3§ against the sald.ggnggggtﬂtinn within 1C days of receipt of

thls letter daggc 26.4.1995, Thereafter, the applicant submitted

Eﬁpn#¢ on the enquiry report. Byt no pregréss wes made in this
regard and in the meantime the epplicent retired from service in
the year 19GH, €75 |

v3., Ld, Advocate Mr.’Mukherjee appe ars on behalf of the appli-
cant and submits thet except previdenf fund, which has been paicé to
the applicent, no other relirement benefits have seof ar been received
by th; applicent, The peried of 5 yeasrs has already elzpsed frem the

date of submission of the enquiry repert by the Enquiry Officer.

4, The respendents haVe‘not filed any reply to the application
and ho one has appéafed on behalf of the respondents te-day. It
eppears that Ld. Advecete Nr. Samadder was earlier representing the’
respondents; but since he is no lofiger on the panel of Eastern Railm
g A AT ~
way, has not appeared.
5. Ld. Advocate Mr, Nukherjee fer the applicant has drawn my
attentlon te the instructicns 1s%ued by the Eastern Railway on 25. 6,1

e

19086 (Annexure-A3 to the applicatlan) as also the 1nqtruct1 ‘NS
issued on 26.€.1987 regarding finalisation of the disciplinary pre;df

ceeding within the specified periecd of time,

6. The appllcant filed this appl1cgt10 befere this Tribunal
in April, 1997 where his zge is Stﬁted as 60 That meens in 2CCO
now N A DN
he 1s[ageé about 63 yezrs, It is not understaod as to wky the
/44"“‘ baga
enqulry report-fas submitted and when the 1nstructwons of the Raﬂlway
aﬂmlnlstratﬂon are there thet the matter sheuld be finalised qulckly,

no actien has been taken in this cose till now,

7. Considering all the facts of the aprlicantﬁggé es also
the fact thet no reply has been filed by the respendent, the appli;
cation is disposed of by directing the General Menager of the Eastern

Cﬁntd.o LN ]



Railway te f1nallse the case of the appl104nt wlthln twc(z) menthq‘

“froem the dgte of cemmunlcation of this order.' If the Dlsc;pllndry

Authan;ty falls to declde the matter wzthln the tlme Spec1fled 1tllf
wauld be. presumed that the ase stands quashed agalnst the appllcanto
. / o ) ) ‘ o (%M o |
B ST o GeSo Maingi ) =
- .. L S Nember(J -
) :
“ = \. . ]
. 1 -
|
i A
. _
*
- ’l
. | o
- ] . :
id X . .
e
j z i 1
J .
Fhy : ' " -
: L
! v b ’ : - S
v L ! . c , a
o A L - ' '
S ) . > [ |
.’, . 2 PR i
‘ . \ .
, 1
| g g
E | - .
W t v e
iy i ‘ '

t”



