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. : , Shrl Ramkrushna Ambadas Chati. Petitioner

i

Shri M.W.Harsulkar.

W_, | |  Advocate for the Pefitioners

Versus

DRM, Nagpur & Another. Rez dent -

® Shri P,.S.Lambat, ‘ . ,
o ' . Advocate for the Respondent(s)

CORAM:
The Hon'ble Mr, Justice U.C,Srivastava, Vice-Chairman,

The Hon'ble Mr, M.Y.Priolkar, Member (a).

1. Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to sge the
- Judgement ?

2. To'be referred to the Reporter or not ? I

3. Whethertheir Lordshlps w1sh to see the fair copy of the
. Judgement ? .

"4, Whether it needs to be 01rculated to other Benches of the
Trlbunal ? hra

(M.Y .PRIOTKAR)
l 1“"‘.-‘—‘MB“"~1‘1R (A) -
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Original Application No,322/91. .

Shri Remkrushné Ambadas Chati; _ | ...-Applicant.
| V/s.

Divisionel Railway Manager,

Central Railway,M v
Nagpur & another, S ..+ Respondents,

Coram: Hon'ble Shri Justice U’C Srivastava V1ce43halrman,v
Hon'ble Shri M.Y.Priolkar, Member(A).

Aggearances.

"~ Applicant by Shri M.W. Harsulkar.
Respondents by Shri P.S.Lambat.

Oral Judg@ent:-

{Per Shri M.Y.Priolkar, Member(A)§  Dated: 18.11.1991.

' The applicant who wae working as Station Master'
in the pay scale of Bs.455-700 retired on euberannuation on
' 30.4.1984., He has two grievances. Firstly, that there
was a reetruCturing of his cadre in the department in the
year 1983, but fhe applicant was not given the benefit of
thoee'restructuring orders till the date of his retirement.
Secondly, he should have been pald his retirement dues by
1.6.1984 but the payment was actually made af ter a period
of about 10 months from the due dare.) The prayers 1n-this
application are therefore, payment of interest on fhis
delayed payment, and further that after restructuring”orders
of 1983, he should be placed in the higher scale of
B . 700-900, - o |

2. . According 1o the respondents, the delay in settle-

ment of the retlrement benefits was due to the fact that
certaln disciplinary 1nqu1rtfz:§e ng31ng against the
applicant at the time of his retirement and his pen31onary
benefits could not, therefore, be finalised until the
discipiinary case was decided. According to them; there has
~ been no delay after the finalisation of the disciplinary
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case as the payments have been authorised in January, 1985}
Although the delay in payment is not said to be deliberate or.
on account of negligence’of respondents, the fact remains that
the applicant for no fault of his has recéived the paymen£ for
pension, DCRG etc, after a delay of more than 10 months énd
the Government has also got the benefit of this withheld
amount for about 10 months, 'We'find, therefore, no reason
why interest should not be paid to the applicant for delay
of more than three months from the date of retirement, as
contemplated in the Railway.Board’é order dt. 24.4.1991 by
which payment of interest is payable on account of delayed
PY ‘payments of retirement benefits. We accordingly direct that
interest on this delayed payment beyond three months from the
date of retirement till the date of actuai payment at the rate
of 6% be paid to the applicant.
3. ~Regéfding the second prayer for placing the abplicant
in the higher scale of Rs.700-900 on account of-restructuring
of the cadre in 1983, the réSpondents have stated that under
those orders it had been provided that if an individual Railway
employee becomes due for promotion to a grade which is more than
F | one grade above the grade held by him at present on a regular
basis, his selection will have to be regulated in terms of
modif idd selection procedures laid down in para 3.2 of the
order dt. 29.7.1983 and that second and subsequent promotions
will be governed by the mormal rules applicable to promotioné
including the prescribed selecticn p#ocedures for promotion
to higher grade. Since the applicant was working in the grade
of Rs.425~700 he was promoted to the grade of Rs.550-750 which
was one grade above the existing grade in terms of this order
| from 1.8.1982. But the second promotion to the higher grade of
&.700-900 could have been given only af ter he was regularly
I
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selected for that grade in accordance with the normal sele-
ction procedure after the occurence of vacancies. |

4, . We find considerable merit in the submission of the
respondents that regular selection in the higher grade of
Bs.700-900 had taken place ohly éfter'the retirement of the
applicanf and that no vacanciés for such promotion had
occurred until after his retiremént. The respondents héve :
also submitted thaf a number of employees who were senior'

to the applicant also did not get the benefit of this higher
scale until 1985, whereas, the applicant had retired on
1.6.1984. We do not, therefore, find any merit in this

o contention. The application is accordingly dismissed, except
for fhe payment of interest as directed apoﬁe, No order

S - as -to costs.

(M.Y.FRIOLKAR) . (U.C.SRIVASTAVA)
MEMBER(A) o : VICE-CHAIRMAN,

B.S.M.
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THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, BOMBAY BENCH,
BOMBAY . |

ROP. NO. 75/92
: in

0.A. No., 322/91

4

R.,A. Chati ce e Applicant
Vs.

Union of India & others ... " Respondents

Hon. Mr. Justice B.C. Srivastava, V.C.
Hon. Mr. MQY.' PriOlkar, Moer »

LY R R A UL

(By Hon. Mr. My¥..Pridlkar, M,a:)cva)

This is & review ih 0.A, No. 322 of 1991 decided

on 18,11.91 at Nagpurg' directed against our judgement

-order>dated 18.11.91 by which we dismissed the

application., The case was heard and was diéposed of
after hearing the Counsel for the paities perusing
the record. Review appiication does not mean
re-hearing and this is exactly what ﬁhe applicant
wants. But the‘samé is not legally permissible
without there being any good ground for the same

The review application is maintainable only on such
grounds gé the error apparent on the Ifa‘ce of the
record and discovery oOf new material which was not
to the knowledge of the applicant earlier deépite
due deligence. No such ground is found to be existing

in this case. TwO. grounds were raised before us

in the case. Aall the relevant points raised weree

" considered and there is no question to reconsider the

case. We do not find any error apparent on the face

of record. Raising of same plea in different language
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is not a ground of review. The review application

has no substance

Member (A‘)

and is rejected.

>

Vice Chairman



