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w2hri S.K. Banerjee . o o Applicant,

Shr1 Suresh Kumar.
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¥ ._lnion.of Indie and others, Respondent (s )

Shrl V.S, Masurkdr.
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Respondent (s )
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' Hon'ble Shri.Justice R.G.Vaidysnatha, Vice Ghairmen.
Hon'ble ShriP.P. Srivastava, Member (A)
(L) To pe referred to the Reporter or not? WY
39“ (2) »Wbether 1f needs to be circulated to fVV/V

other Benc:hes of the Tribunal?
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(R.G. Vaidyanatha)
Vice Chairman.
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CORAM: Hon'ble Shri Justice R.G. Vaidyanatha,Vice Chairmer

Hon'bke Shri P.P. Srivastava, Member (&)

S.K. Banerjee

Ex, Manager,

R/at B/36, Sanchar ,

V.5, Road, Mumbai, ..o Applicant,

By Advocate Shri Suresh Kumsr,
Vs.

Union of Indié through
Secretary, Ministry of
Telecom Comm.New Delhi,

Chairmen , Telecom Commission,
New Delhi,

Chief Cenersal Manager,
Telecom Factory, Deonar,
Mumbai,

S hri A.,K. Pradhan

Chief General Manager,

Telecom Factory,

Deonar, Mumbai, +++ Respondents,

By Advocate Shri V.S,Masurkar.,.

ORDER (CRAL)

{ Per Shri Justice R.G.Vaidyanatha,Vice Chairman {
This is an application under Section
19 of the Administrative Tribunals Act. The learned
counsel for the respondents opposses the application,

Heard both the sides,:

‘...20-0



N
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The applicant was placed under suspension
on the eve of his retirement. Two days later he has
<beefi retired. The applicant's main grievance is that
though he has been paid provisional pension, the
Gratuity amount has been with held. In our view, the
Rules providei withholding of Pension or Gratuity or
both, Hence tht; cannot be held that whbthholding of
gratuity is illegal. We are told that the respondents

b\WﬁEZ/initiated enquiry proceedings against the applicent

and the matter has been referred to Central Vigilance
Commission. During the enquiry proceedings, if
Charge sheet is issue&1the applicant €an make a
representstion to the Administration for payment of
Gratuity or other reliefs, It is open to the
competent authority to consider the same and pess

appropriate orde7;according to Rules,

In our view it is not a fit case for
our interference at this stage. Since the applicent
has already retired the respondents may expedite the

enquiry proceedings,
With the above observation the O.A.

is disposed of at the admission stege, No order

as 10 costs,

-~ g
(P.P. S stava) (R.G. Vaidyanatha.)-
Member (A) Vice Chairman



