
CENTRAL ADi'UNISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, OABALPUR BENCH,

JABALPUR.

Original Application No, 694 or 2002.

this the 27th day of B'ebruary* 2003,

HON'BLE i-IR. R.K. UPADHTAIA, NEI.IBER(a)
HQN'BLE MRB, I-iEERA CHHIIbER, HBM3BR(J)

I-iangi Lai, S/o Sri Kanhaiya Lai, aged about 64 years,

retired 'Nagon Repairer Gr.I Central Railway Vforksliop,

Jhansi, now resident of Village-chakaldi, District

Sehore (M.p,)

Applicant,

By Advocate j Sri L.S. Rajput,

Versus,

1. Union of India tiirough the General Manager, Central

Railway, Mumbai,

2. The Chief Works Manager, Central Railv/ay, VvOrkshop

at Jhansi,

Respondents,

By Advocate : Sri M.N. Banerjee,

ORDER (ORAL)

BY R,k« uPADHxAYA, HEMB,-uR(a)

The applicant has claimed the rollovring reliefs in

cMs 0,A. :

"(a) Summon the entire original record of the pension
case o-i. iahe applicant for kind perusal of the l-jon'ble
Tribunal,

(b) Direct the respondent no,l & 2 to properly
Calculate the montlfLy pension including aopropriate
Dearness Relief as admissible from time to time &
arrange payment of correct ai'nount every month through
the nominated Bank State Bank of India,

(c) r'urtner direct the respondents to vrork out the
arrears of Penion + Dearness relief paid less from
the date of retirement and upto tids date and to pay
the same v/ith interest at market rate.

(d)

2. The substance of the grievance of the applicant is

uaat. tne Baun is not making payment of che correct amount

Ox pension + Dearness allowance due to iiim. The learned

counsel for the a,pplicaiit states that in spite of
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anatractions given by the resppndents, the Ban]<: has

not been making tiie correct payment to trie applicant,

v/liicn v;as due to hirn. In this connection, he has

referred to the letter dated 13.9.2002 in v;hich the

respondents have adrnitted that the payment made by
the Bank does not seem to be correct as per PPO

issued to Mm.

3. The learned counsel for the respondents has stated

that the Bank is being advised to make payment of

pension alongwith Dearness relief to the applicant. If

there is any short payment being made to the applicant,

the respondents are always willing to see^^*the proper
amount due to the applicant,is paid ,

4, After hearing the learned counsel of both the parties

and after perusal of the records, we are of the opinion

i-hat tiiis O.A. be disposed of with tlie direction to

the applicant to file a representation stating as to v/hat

amount, v/nich was due to Mm, has not been paid v/itMn

a period of one raonth from today, to the respondent no.2,

who may decide the same witMn a period of one nionth from
from the date of receipt of such representatioh, by a

reasoned and speaJcing order. The respondent no.2 is further

directed to ensure that the amount due to tne applicant
is paid by the Banlc witixiut any further delay as the

applicant is a seMor ciUzen. Incase, the applicant

still remains aggrieved, he will be at liberty to approach
tnrs Triounal for implementation of tMs order by filing
Msc. Application for revival of tMs o.A.

5. in vlnw of our directim s in tlio preceding paragraph,
tne O.A. stanoa diaposed of with no order as to costs.

■

(Mrs, i'isera ChMdner ) ^ p n tt -u \
Merober (j) CR.r.. Upaohyaya)

Member (a)
GiiMsh/-
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