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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL: MiGALORE BENICH 

ORIGINAL APPLICATION MMER 167 OF 1994 

THURSDAY, THIS 'THE 23TIi DAY OF OCTOBER,1994 

111r.,Justice P.K.Shyamsundar, 	 Nice-Chairinan. 

Mr.T.V.Rama'nan, 	 MemberIA) 

. I II. 
mac an Ta Rao, 

S/d 
I 

i,i.Hanuiaa'nth Rao, 
Aged about 60 years, 
Ret!ired Railwa: "Goods Guard". y 
Res ident of No. 53, 8th. Main, 
6th, Phase. j_ Industrial Town, 
W. C. Road j BANGALORE-560 044'. Applicaut. 
~Byj Ad,~o'cate Sri Laxminarayana N.Hegde~ 

v 

Le Divisional Railway Manager, 
Divisional Railway Office, 
Southern Railways, Bangalore. 

The General 1elanager, 
Southern Railways, 
Park Town, ~Iadras-600 003. 

The Union of India, 
represented by.its Secretary, 
kailway Department, 
Railway Bnavan, 'New Delhi. Respondents. 

(By Standing Counsel Shri A.i~.Venu-opala Gowda~ 

0 R D E R 

iir.justice ?.K.Shyajnsunaar,Vice-Chairjran;- 

Tne applicant, who -retired frow Railways as Goo'ds Guard 

on 31-8-1991, has complained of non-paymient of dues on account 

of retirement benefits which, according-to him, were not correct- 

ly computed' on the basis of the last pay drawn by hiiiii and no n- 

-payment of a security deposit of Rs.300/-' made by hifli at the 

n NA I Nt, tii-ae 1: of his appointment as Coi-milercial Clerk way back in 1972. 

for the'applicant subwits arned counsel Defore us to~--Oay that 

-~t 	Only dues now outstandin8 for pa' yruent to tne applicant are 
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a 	sum of Rs.4,000/- withheld from his DCRG purported 
. 

ly 

adjustment 'towards excess payment of running allowance' made 

to the applicant and the sum of Rs.300/- which the applicant 

had paid towards security deposit referred to supra. We really 

do... not see as to why there should have been so much 
I 
delay in 

settling these awounts due to the retired official. 

.2. 	In 	opposition, the 	Railways 	told 	us 	that Rs.4,000/_ 

was 	withheld 	from DCRG since 	there 	was 	a 	controversy 	on 	the 

question of overpayment of running allowance made to the appli- 

cant while in service and reuardino the non-payment of the paltry 

sum 	of 	Rs. 300/- 	Laken as 	security 	depos 
. 
it., 	we 	are told 	very 

frankly 	that 	there is no 	data 	in that 	reuard. 	Be 0 that as it 

may, as sug6ested by tne learned Standing Counsel, we tnink 

it proper to direct the Railway administration/2nd respondent 

- General riana6er, Southern Railways, iiadras to put an end to 

this controversy by taking appropriate decision in regard to 

the payment of the balance due towards DCRG and return of tile 

security deposit. The decision tnat will be~ taken in that Denalf 

Dy 	tne Railway Adwinistration shall be do Ine witnin 3 months 

froir, tne date of reCeipL of a Copy of this order. Ao costs. 
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