CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL -
—BANGRLORE  BENCH

® | ,
Second Floor,
Commercial Complex,
Indiranagar,
BangaIOre-SGGOSB
, | Dated: 190CT‘I993
RPPLICATION NO(S) 691 of 1993,
\
APPLICANTS: G.L.Subbaraja Urs RESPOMDCNTS'Senlor Supdt.of Post
1ces:M§§ore and Other.
T0,
l. Bss.Renuka Rai,Advocate,
No.5/8,First Floor,
Platform Road,
Seshadrlpuram,Bangalore-ZO.
2, The Post Master General
C Karnataka Circle,
Bangalore-5¢0 0OOl.
- 3. Sri.M. s.PadmaraJaiah,
Central Govt,Stng.Counsel,
- High Court Bulldlng, '
Bangalore-1l.
4. he Semipr Superintendent of Post Yffices,
ysore Division,Mysore-570 ORO.
Subj=ct:- Foruarding of copies of the _Order passed by

the Cenptral Administrative Trlbunal,Béngaloreg

Please find enclosed herewith a copy oF the

URDER/STAY/INTERIM URDER passed by this Tribunal in the

above said application(s ) ON_ (Q7=]10=1993,

\%O(\/\gb‘/%

DEPUTY REG ISTRAR

a | uoxcz_m_ BRANCHES.




BEFWETHE'CENIRALADIMNISI'RATIVE'IRIBUNAL
BANGALORE BENCH : BANGALORE

DATED THIS THE SEVENTH DAY OF OCTOBER 1993
Pfesent: |
Hon'blé Mr. Justice P.K. Shyamsundar «s Vice-Chairman
Hon'ble Mr. V. Ramakrishnan ... Member [A]

APPLICATION NO.691/93

G.L. Subbaraja Urs,
Retired Postman,

Mandi Mohalla Post Office, 4
Mysore-21. ' ... Applicant
[Miss. Renuka Rai ... Advocate]

Ve
1. Senior Supdt. of Post Office,
Department of Post, India,
Mysore West Sub-Division,
Mysore-570 009.
2. The Secretary,
Union of India,
Department of Posts,
New Delhi. : «+« Respondents

[Shri M.S. Pédmarajaiah,... Advocate]

This application having come up for hearing before this
Tribunal today, Hon'ble Vice-Chairman, made the following:

ORDE R
1. Heard. Admit. Now that we have heard this applicaﬁion
and propose to dispose it off at this stage itself. We regret
to note that the applicant has been driven to this Tribunal coun-
plaining of non-receipt of pension after retirement, a relief
to which he is legally and justly entitled. But then it neces-
sarily follows that some formalities have to be gone into and
that is exactly the snag herein. It appears he had to mandatorily
produce two photographs of himself and his wife taken together
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being a mandatory formality. ThL respordent Government who is.
on record have filed a statement maintaining that despite being
called upon to produce such a phitograph the applicant had never
camplied with that requirement so far. It is said that is the
reason why pensiorf was held up.l It is there‘fqre, urged that
Government is not in any way responsible for non-receipt of pen-
sion by the applicant. There is also the question of DCRG amount
and with reference to the same, the case of the Government is
that the man being a postman had failed to account ’ for about
Rs.102 a money order amount that l:lad to be transmitted to a payee.
It is said that the applicant had not produc’ed' any proof of having
paid the money to the payee and in that behalf pleaded a story
that he was robbed by a police constable. We are now told that
a complaint had been lodged with the police who after investiga-
tion informed the Magistrate tha:lt the case was undetectable and
it is on that note the criminal case ended. We are now told
that Government @ll release the pension amount the moment the
applicant oomplies‘ with the requirement of a production of photo-
graph of himself and his wife and in regard to the DCRG amount
they have to necessarily withhciﬂd Rs.102 not accomted for by
the retiree and the said amount will be disbursed after it is
accounted properly by the applicant. We have heard this applica-
tion more than once and we are told by the applicant and his
counsel who persisted in asserting that the photograph had been

produced and that Government w!las simply dragging its feet for

|
no reason. We are not quite sure whether that indeed is the truth.
At any rate we asked the applicant to produce one more set of

photographs so that we can hand it over to the learned counsel
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for the respondents with a direction to see that at least there-
after, the pension amount is released to the applicant. For
that purpose we posted this case to this day and we aré now told
by the learned counsel for the applicant that the applicant has
not W up and we may dispose off this application with a
direction to the applicant to produce the required photograph
before the departmental authorities within a stipulated period
and he would comply with that requirement. So far as the question
of DCRG paymerit is concerned counsel says that in a way the appli-
cant did account for it in that he tola the deéart:ment that a
_police constable had robbed him of the amount and a complaint
had been lodged.

»

2. But we: cannot go into that aspect of the matter. It trans-
pires that the criminal complaint has met an abortive end with
the police telling the Magistrate that the complaint was inviesti-
gated and proved to be not quite true. If that is the result
we cénnot_help the applicnnt. He could go before court and under-
take to establish the .same. Be that as it may the applicant
may take the option of undertaking to establish the case before
the Magistrate or otherwise account for the amount of Rs.102
in saome other way but subject to the same the DCRG amount will
be disbursed. We are sure that if the applicant produces some
acceptable explanation as to how the amount of Rs.102 stood dis-

posed off the department will ensure payment of that sum also.

3. In the result we direct the applicant to produce a joint
photograph of himself and his wife preferrably more than one
copy to the departmental authorities and he should do so w1th1n
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ensure disbursal of the pension amount. Regarding the disbursal 4
of the DCRG amount the department will for the present pay Athe
amount less Rs.102 in relation to which they claim failure by

the applicant to account for. With these observations this appli-

~ cation stands disposed off finally. WNo costs.
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MEMBER [A] VICE-CHATRMAN




