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JUDGMENT

Ms. Archana Shrivasta, Hon'ble Member Technical

1. Smt. Kishori Kumari Sharma, W/o Late Shri Jitendra Kumar, Shri Ravi
Kumar, S/o Late Shri Jitendra Kumar have filed the present claim application
before the RCT/Delhi stating that Late Shri Titendra Kumar was a passenger
travelling with a valid ticket No. 83672179 dated 04,12.2022 from Panipat to
Moradabad. Shri Jitendra Kumar (since deceased) while deboarding the
running train Mo. 12459, accidently fell down from the train and got seriously
injured and later during treatment, he died in the hospital.

7 Notice of the claim application was issued. Accordingly, Respondent filed
written statement along with the statutory report of DRM.

3. In the written statement the claim of the applicant has been dgniﬁ! by the
Respondent. In para 1 it is stated -

“That the claim filed by the applicanis is not mainiainable in the eyes of the law because the
respondents cannod be held responsible for the incident as it came on record that on

2
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05122022, the deceased while trying I dehoard from the rumning train no. [ 2439
reghigently, s foof slipped between the train and platform no. i of New Delhi Raitway
Syation and he gof seriously injured. Laier during reatment, be died in the hospital

Though on Verification from Deputy Chief Commercial Officer [RCA Bhawan, New Delhi i
wirs found that the General Ticket No. LAE-85672179, PNP to MB. Via-DSA (For 02 Adults),
chown by the wife of the deceased and the claimant at the hospital, was insued from Paripal

station on (4,12.2022 ar 16:12 firs, Dt the fciden! in question preurred of 015122002 at

Wew Delli Raitway Station at 13:30 hrs,
Therefore. in view of the facts and civeumstances, the present maller

purview of an ‘intaveard Dicident', Despite the deigiled investigarion, o ivolvement or foult
on the part of the Raitway Department has s oen discovered. Therefure, the claiman! W
entitled to get any kind aof compensation for the said incident. Hence, the claim petition i
lighle o be dismissed ™ (Reproduced in Verbatim)

Adpes mod COME under the

4. Tn the statutory report of DEM Ex. R-1, following conclusion was been drawn:-

[ mmﬁﬁwﬁﬁmﬁ#m#ﬁfﬁwﬂirﬂwﬁ?ﬁmﬁ
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DsA, (For 02 Aduly) RAT® 04.12.2022 mrﬁrzaﬂwmmwg@mﬁw
T IRCA Y 7% fae § FaA o 7 e wiT B § [P 04.12200
T 16,12 aﬂwﬂsﬁwwmmﬂwﬁmzﬂ:ﬂmﬂ##

Ereft 47 @9 13.50 T4 A gFdi" (Reproduced in verbatim)

5. The Division Bench of this Tribunal on 07.10.2024, framed the following issues
for adjudication:=

1. Whether the Jeceased was a bona fide passenger of the frain in question at the time af
incident?

1 Whether there was any ur!rmwm'd incident as is defined under the provisions of
Spetion 123(c) of Roihways Aet 15897

3 Whether the applicant(s) isiare dependeni(s) of the deceased?

{ Whether the applicant(s) ls'are mirfadfﬂr-nn}rreﬂqf'mm' inferest a5 preayed for in the
application?
5. Relief if any?
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The case was listed for hearmg on 16042025, Applicant was
represented by Smi. Ashima Sood and the respandent were represented by
Me 1 eclawati Suman. Both the counsels were heard and all relevant points

raised by the leamed counsels were noted.

Isspe no. 1 & 2

We shall take up issue no. | & 2 together as on facts and law they are

interconnected.,

T

Ms Leelawati Suman, Counse] for the respondent has vehemently urged
that even if it is assumed that the ticket from the diseased was recovered
ar found, it had lost its validity because of Railway rules. It is contended
that if a passenger with a single journey ticket wants to break his joumney
at 423 Kms, which is not permissible, it is contained it that in the present
case the applicant had commenced this journey from Panipat and he was
not entifled to break his journey at Delhi. She has further contended that
as per Railway circular, breaking of journey is not permissible on the
tickets of certain trains like Rajdhani Express and Shatabdi Express. Itis
further contended that for undentaking journey from Pampat to
Moradabad, change of train could enly be done by the claimant and her
hushand at Old Delhi railway station called Delhi Junction and not at

New Delhi, railway station. It is further the case of the applicant that the

d
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railway ticket was issued on 4™ December, 2022 al 16.12 hours. The

incident had occurred on the next day 5™ December, 2022 at New Delhi

railway station at 13:50 hours. Ms. Leelavaty Suman, counsel for the

tespondent has submitted that there are fumerous trains available after

reaching at Delhi/New Delhi on 4" December 2022, It is mandatory for

the deceased and his wife to commence journey within 3 hours from the
time of issuance of the ticket. It is submitted that even if the applicants
commenced jouney on 4® December, 2022 at around 19.00 hours, they
would have reached Delhi/New Delhi in the might and there was 1o
justifiable reason for them to stay overnight at Delhi railway station. It is
further contended that numerous trains wers available on the night of 4"
December 2022, and to complete the journey at the earliest, the applicant
snd her husband ought to have commenced journey on the same night. It
is contended that no convincing application what to talk of reasonable 18
fourth coming from the side of applicants to explain their overstay at
New Delhi railway station. Smt Ashima $ood, counsel for the applicant
to controvert the above argument has submitted that the applicant and his
wife are not well acquainted with the Railway rules, there is no adequate
facility at the Railway Inquiry or the Rail Mitra to guide the passenger as

to what course they have to adopt once a train is not available.
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We have given our thoughtful consideration 1o the rival submissions
advanced before us. We may notice here that counsel for the applicant has
relied upon a judgment rendered by Hon'ble High Court of Delhi in Gaurav
Kapoor Vs. UOL, FAD Ne.d0172010 decided on 18.12.2024. In case of
Gaurav Kapoor (supra), it was noticed by the Hon'ble High Court that the
deceased and her daughter were misguided by some people to take & wrong
train which was not going from New Delhi railway station to Ludhiana but
in a opposite direction towards Gheziabad and under the mistaken belief
they had amived at Shivaji Bridge Railway Station. Hence, noticing the
above facts, the Hon'ble Delhi High Court came Lo the eonclusion that
Shivaji Bridge railway station is also within the city of New Delhi and is
barely 2/3 Kms from New Delhi railway station. Thus, any mistake on the
part of the passenger to take a train for the opposite direction will not
automatically cease status of the traveller as a bonafide passenger. Guided
by the chservations made by Hon'ble Delhi High Court in Gauray Kapoor
(supra), we are of the view that for common people, it is difficult w
differentiate between New Delhi and Old Delhi railway station. As per
commen perception, New Delhi or Dielhi for the people remains as Delhi for
catching trains. Thus, merely because nstead of taking the train from Old

Delhi railway station, the applicant and her husband arrived at New Delhi
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railway station, it will not be sufficient for us 1o hold that commencement of

the journey from New Delhi will not he a valid journey.

It is 2 well settled legal proposition that if the words used in 2 heneficial or
welfare statute are capable of two constructions, the one which is more in
consonance with the object of the Act and the benefit of the person for
whom the Act was enacted should be prcferred. The Hon'ble Supreme Court
. UOI vs. Prabhakaran Vijay Kumar and Ors. 2008 Vol 9 §CC 527 and
Jameela vs, UOT 2010 (12) gCC 443, it was held that sccidental falling from
4 train carrying passenger oceurring under Section 123 (¢) of the Railways
Act, 1989 is not to be given restrictive and NArTOW interpretation. Smt.
Kishori Kumari Sharma was appearing &5 3 Witness AW-1 specifically stated
that under the mistaken belief. they boarded the train ne. 12459, New Delhi-
Amritsar Intercity Express a3 they were made to understand that the said
train goes 10 Moradabad and once husband of the deceased learnt the train i3

not going to Moradabad, he made an atempl to deboard from the train.

A single Member Bench of the Tribunal, to which one of us, Kanwaljit
Singh Ahluwalia, J was a party, relying upot various judgments held as

under:-

“] have heard counsel for the parties. Learned counsel for the applicants has
urged that in view of admitted facts merely because under mistaken impression,

7
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Phnclan Shree de-boarded the train and walked at ad].a.mn.t pl;ltl‘-::nrm: sdhr: l.‘ar'lt:H;t be
v g e tpavelling in 2 reserved coach ITOm
denied compensation especially when she was travering ked at platform
Amhala to Frawah and the tram in which she was travelling was par ] h
I erder to lend support to her argument, siie

sumber 11 and had & long stoppage there. In or AR e
has relied upon fudgment rendered by Hon'ble High Court of Delhi in Gaura 't-:-:ip P
wevstss Union of India, FAQ number 40172010 decided on 180214, In the a8 14 7
relied, similarly a lady had boarded a wrong train. 1t will be apposite here to reproduc
para 4 of the pdgment (Supra): - .

"I fhe r-rf.lu'nl cise, e admitted position 5 that the decensed Smrt Rm_mesh Rani hrm';.T
saled trivim Boke! whuch tas for fravel from New Delhi vty stetion b Ludhianm. T.lfmﬁrf-r I.I.
e i e 1F the decensed Sl Ramesh Rini s a fotally wnauthorised passenger. Further, Shivajt
Bridgr railiony station 15 also within the aty of Nemw Delhi ilsel and barely about 2/3 _*-"‘H_IFFW"*
New Delhr rmlioay station, The tssue is thal can o person o traels by a mishake just a few
balametree 1 the opposite divection, automatically censes o be a bonn fide passenger a5 per the
meaning of cxpression wnder Section 124-A of the Act. In this regurd, | hake note af the fuct that
there are rules of the Rulways by which a person who has purchnsed o journey licket for @
tomitted distance travel can extend the travel beyand the destination by paying the necessary
charges to the Railways for extra distmnce, even if the orginal ficket is purchased for o lesser
distance. ] weuld like fo apply the intendment of these rudes of the Railways i a case such as fhe
wresent where the travel in the apposite direction is proved ta be @ bonn fully misfiakent travel mnd
that oo of just abowd 2/3 kms in opposite direction and within the same cify. In my opimict, in g
case such as fhe present, in view of the intendiment of the legislature n enacting Sections 123 {c)
and 124-A, o person will not cense lo be a bona fide passenger unless travel i the opposile
direction is deliberate and for are quite @ few stations of wnnecessary long fravel from the
ariginal point of commencement of the fourney which would indicale the travel nol fo be as o
bavia fide passenger. Accordingly in my opinior, once the deceased had a valid journey tcket,
albett for travel from New Delhi to Ludhinng, in my opinion, the deceased Smi Ramesh Fani i3 0
bona fide pssenger within the Explanation (i) to Section 124-A and it is held that the deceased
s @ bonn fide passenger even at the Shivmji Bridge railway station which 15 in the New Delhi
city ttself but o few kilometres from New Deihi railuay station. Therefore, | sel aside the fmdings
of the Tribunal and hold that the deceased wies & bona fide passenger.”

Counsel for the applicant has further relied upon another judgment Le. Linion of
Tndia persus Amiradha & Others 2014 AC] 856 rendered by Hon'ble Mumbai High Court,
MNagpur Bench. In para 8 of the judgment, the Hon'ble High Court held as under: -

“Railway trains are used as converient and affordable means of conveymnce by any
commtomer it our country. If @ passenger unguided by miltay security personnel Hoket
checkers or in absence of the reguler anmouncements mistakenly bomrds a wrong fraw
halting on the platform, miay on realizing his mistake foll off the train due o panicky
situation or otherwise accidentally, the railway administration cannot feign ignommie
about the wntoward incident in such cnse in order to shirk away from its strict lability to
compensate manetarily for the wn towerd fatal accidents.”
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In view of the law cited and relied upon which has been rEFl"'JdUtfd above and
i the facts and circumstances of the case, there is no doubt that Phoolan Shree was a
bhona fide passenger and she was having a valid journey ticket while travelling in Kalka
Mail Train, which had a long steppage at plattorm of old Delhi railway station. In view
of the admitted facts that under mistaken impression <he made an attempt to board
anather train which was parked at adjacent platform number 12, she slipped and
suffered injuries, compensation cannot be denied. The plea rajeed that the injuries
suffered by the deceased due to her own negligence and carelessness will fall under
exception of self-inflicted injuries specified in proviso to Gection 124-A of the Railways
Act, 1959 also cannot be upheld in view af the ohservations made in Union of India
versus Rina Devi2018 AC] 1441 in para 16.6, which is repmdus:eui below: -

“16.6 We are wnable to wphold the above view A5 the concept of ‘self inflicted injury’
would requetre interition fa inflict such injuery and nol mere neghgence of any particular

degree.

Dhoing s¢ would mmownt to invoking the principle of conbributory negligence which
cannot be done in the case of liability based on ‘mo fault theory’, We may in this
connection refer to fudgment of this Court in United India [nsurance Co Lid., versus
Sumil Kumar34 laying down thal plea of negligence of the pictim canmot be allowes i
claint based on ‘no fault theory’ under Gection 163A of the Motor Vehicles Act, 1988,

Accordingly, we hold that death or inury in the cours @Fbmrdfngurda-bmr:ﬁng it tram
anill be an ‘untotoard icident’ entitling  victine &0 the compentsation and will 3 2007
(13) SCALE 632 mot fall wnder the proviss to Section 1244 merely on the plen of
negligence of the pickim as a comtributing factor.”

|
9o far as the second limb jargument regarding the validity of the ticket is

concemed, admittedly, the ficket was issued on 4122012 at 16:12 hours.
December is a very cold menth having widespread fog. The railway authorities
have not produced the relevant train signal register to elaborately acquaint us as to
at what time trains had left Panipat railway station and whether they had reached
the right time or there was delay in reaching the trains at New Delhi railway
atation. Afier the delay had occurred in reaching of the trains at DethiMew Delhi,
whether there is no other option for the passengers except to wait for the next train.

g
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Merely because some Circular of the Railway demands that break journey should
be after some requisite kilometers is not applicable, as we are not informed
whether any direct train was leaving from Panipat to Moradabad, and if so, at what
time? Taking into account that the applicants have approached us under a statute
which is beneficial and welfare legislation and guided by the observation of the

Hon'ble Supreme Court as above, we cannot resort to restrictive and narrow

interpretation to deny the claim of the applicants.

8. We shall look into the case from another angle also,

8.1 The applicant in the affidavit filed along with the application has stated
in Para 3.4 & 5 that on 04.12.2022, Late Shri Jitendra lﬁ;'.umar {the
deceased) and the applicant Smt. Kishori Kumari Sharma (wife of the
deceased) were travelling from Panipat to Moradabad via DelhiMew
Delhi and purchased ticket Mo, UAE 85672179 for 02 adults. They
boarded the night train and reached New Delhi as they did not get any
direct train for Moradabad. It is also stated that they were illiterate
peaple.

8.2 According to the written statement and statutory report of DRM, the
claimant Smt Kishori Kumari Sharma (wife of the deceased) produced
General Ticket NO. UAE 85672179 Panipat to Moradabad via DSA for
02 adults dated (4.12.2022 (time of issue 16:12 hrs) and the same was

10
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venfied by Deputy CCM TRCA, New Delhi. Respondent has claimed that
the ticket was issued on 04.12.2022 at 16:12 hrs, but the incidence took

place of 05.12,2022 at 13:50 hrs.

8.3 According to the DCR register dated 03, 12,2022, it is seen that AS] Shri

Manoj Rana has recorded in the register that the injured was admitted in
Lady Hardinge at 14:20 hrs and it is also recorded that he was informed

that the ticket was with injured person, but the details could not bee

collected as the injured was in emergency and on duty doctor was not

allowing anyene inside emergency.

8.4 According to the DRM report, wife of the deceased (applicant) produced
ticket No, 85672179 from Panipat to Moradabad dated 04.12.2022 and
handed over to GRP in the hospital.

§.5According to the Medico Legal Post-Mortem reporl issued by Lady
Hardinge Medical College, New Delhi injured Sh. Jitendar Kurmar
(deceased) was admitted in the hospital on 05.12.2022 at 02:30 p.m. and
during the course of treatment he was declared dead at 06:04 pm.

8.6 Further, according to the available certificate on record it is seen that
Shri Jitendar Kumar was only 10" pass and was not highly educated.

According to the statement of applicant Smt Kishori Kumari Sharma

11
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(wife of the deceased) and Late Shri Titendra Kumar (the deceased ) used

1o work in Punjab and Haryana wherever they gol some work 1o do.

From the above statementslevidences, it can be inferred that it would
not have been possible for Smt Kishori Kumari Sharma (the wife of the
deceased) to manipulate and produce a ticket to handover to GRF, while her
hushand was seriously injured and being treated at the hospital therefore,
there is no doubt that the ticket was available at the time of death with the
deceased or the wife of the deceased at the time of the incident. Smt
Kishori Kumari Sharma (wife of the deceased) and Late Shri Jitendra
Kumar (the deceased) had intention to travel with railway ticket. As far as
validity is concern it may be possible that the rules and regulations of
validity of unreserved tickets was not known te them clearly. There does
not seem to be any willful violation of Railways Rules & Regulation of
JOUmey.

9, According to the statement of Shri Amarjeet Dhaka, CT /RPF/MNDLS that
he was performing duty from 08:00 to 16:00 hrs on 05.12.2022, for Train
Passing+AC+TOPB+Vendor Prevention on New Dellu station. After
passing of train Mo, 12459, New Delhi to Amritsar, Inter City at 13:50 hrs
when he reached Nizamuddin side of the platform he noted that few
passenger have gathered and he was informed that & person while getting

12
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down from the train had got stuck up between the train and the track. He

took out the injured person in unconscious state with the help of passengers

present on the platform. It iz also accepted In the DRM report that the

person got injured while deboarding the train No. 12459. Thus, the

incidence has happened at the platform while deboarding the train No.

12459, Tt is difficult to establish that any person/passenger of a very Young

age would like 10 behave or perform activity which could cause injury 10

him, therefore, this cannot be treated as gelf-inflicted injury and should be

covered under untoward incident.

g 1Hon'ble Supreme Court in Union of India Vs. Rina Devi (2018 ACJ 1441)

that if any injuries are suffered while boarding of deboarding the train,

<ame cannot be termed as selfinflicted injuries. It will be apposite here 10

reproduce following Para from the judgment rendered by the Hon'ble

gupreme Court in Rina Devi (supra) held as under: -

ble 1o uphold the above view as the concept of ‘self

“16.6 We are un
inflict such injury and Aot

inflicted infury” would require intention to
mere negligence of any particular degree.

Daing so would amount to invoking the principle of contributory
negligence which cannot be dong in the case of liability based on 1o
fault theory . We may in this connection refer to fudgment af this
Court in United India nsurance Co Ltd., versus Synil Kumar laying
down that plea of negligence of the victim cannol he allowed in claim
based on 'no fault theory’ nder Section 1634 of the Motor Vehicles
Act, 19588, Accordingly, we hold that death or infury in the course of
hoarding or de-boarding & train will be an wntoward incident’

13
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entitling o victim to the compensation and will not fall under the
proviso to Section 1244 merely on the plea of negligence of the victim
(75 3 rﬂ:':.'.l'.l.ﬁu;'r'ng_,f]]'{'r[:-r' i

Counsel for the respondent in view of the settled legal position has raised no
meaningful opposition. Thus, we have no hesitation but to hold that applicant
had suffered njuries in an untoward incident, even otherwise it is held by the
Hon'ble Supreme Court that any negligence and carelessness on the part of the
njured will not absolve respondent Railway to pay compensation to the injured
victim, or dependents of the deceased (in case of death of passenger) in the
regime of strict liability.

Consequently, Issue no. 1 & 2 are decided in favour of the applicant and against
the respondent,

Tssueno. 3, 4 & 5:-

10. The applicants have filed on record the attested copies of their Aadhar Cards,
including the Aadhar Card of the deceased Shri Jitendra Kumar (Exhibit A-1)
issued by Government of India. Besides, Smt. Kishori Kumari Sharma Wio Late
Shri Jitendra Kumar has in her affidavit (AW-1) said that only Smt. Kishon
Kumari Sharma (wife), Shri Ravi (son) and Smt. Somvati (mother) are legal heirs
of the deceased. The same proves the relationship of the applicants with the

deceased, Thus, the applicants, being wife, son and mother of the deceazed, are

14
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held to be the dependents of the deceased within the meaning of gection 123 (b} of

the Railways Act, 1980

ORDER

11. Henge. the claim application is allowed and the respondents are directed to pay &

cum of Re.&,00.000/- (Rupees eight lakhs only) 10 the applicants along with 9%

simple interest from the date of incident till today- Respandent 8 directed to pay

e amount of compensation in the suitor’s MOREY account of the Principal Bench

of this Tribunal at Delhi within omné month from date of receipt of certified copy

of this arder, failing which, they will be ligble to pay simple interest (@ 9% per

annum for any subsequent delay.

12. So far as disbursal of the amount of gward is concerned, we have heard the

learned counsel for the parties.

We may notice that in Geeta Devi Vs Union of India, Delhi High Court has

ohserved as under: -

ndment to the Railway Accidents and Untoward Incidents (Campensation) Bidles,

ug Az Regards Ame |
1990 5./, My of the clatmais & drawn from runal greas with low levels of lizeracy and lower

fevels of making appropriate decision for the wse of amemrs guaranteed wmder the awards, There are
several instances aff deeir exploitation by middlemen and fouts aperating in the field The scope for
such explaitalion It itself ane of the incentives for fomenting Bogus clais, fabricaied documents and
duplicate claims i dlfferent Berches of the Tribunal for the same couse of action. The availability af
bl funds i the mamse of an il-informed claimant it alse @ cause for exploitation. A scheme fir
protection of the amownt due to such a claimant is the need of the hour. Earlier, thiz Court has
involved 21 Nationalised Bamks in dialague fo evatve o scheme of amnuities for dishursement af claims.
They have been ordered already fa be implemented in thiy case, vide directions passed on 22md
February, 2019, This scheme a5 appiied fa mator aocident claims has been approved By the Supremé
Canrt i des order dated D3t March, 2015 in Krishimamurthive New fndia Insurance Compeany, SLF iCh
No.3)521-313522 of 2017, A stafutory rule hocking will, therefore, best serve the interest of the liiganr

Iy e mmanmer set owd balow:-

15
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5.7 Tnsert fodlewing Rule 5 affer Rudde 4

Rule & Made of pavment--£1) The Tribumal may, in arder ro profect the sam avwarded fo the claimeant,
hervimg dwe regard to the iliteracy or ather disabling factors impairing the judicious use of such sum,

ixnae ddirecrions for dishirsing the award in terms of annuities, fived deposits or ather suitahle mods o
shall sub-serve frstice.

(20 0t ey af the claimants is. @ minor or person of unsond mind. the Tribunal may give lberty 1o the
guarrdian ad litem ta wse the inferess aceruals on the deposit that shall be made diring the minarity for
Hretmlenamere,

(3! Nothing in this Rule shall fimit the power of the Tribumal fo make medifications of the mode of
disharsal for reasons to be stated in writing depending on the exigencies requiring lguidarion of ey
SONPE created for aoruity or prematire closure of fived deposit. for the benefir of the claimont.~

T mrsance of the orders passed by the Delhi High Courr,
& Novification of 3= June, 2020 amending Raitway dccidents
Amendmenr Ruley, 2020, amending Fule 5 which reads ay

“SMode of payment—

X1 _ _I'Fre Tritamal may, in order fo protect the sum awarded to the clatmant, having due regard to
I.fr.e rﬂr!_e:"ﬂtry or other disabling factors impairing the fudicious wse of such swm, iswe directions for
dishursing the award in terms of anmities, fived depasits or other sultable mode ar shall subserve
Justice,

recently. Governmen! of India by issued

and Untoward Tncidents (Compensaiion)
prder; -

3.2 I any of the clalmants is o minor or person of wnsgund mind, the Tribunal may give liberty 1o

the guardian ad litem ty wse the interest accruals on the deposit that shall be made during the minority
Jor maintenance,

23 Nothing in this Rule shall limit the power of the Tribunal fo moke modifications af the made of
dishursal for reasons fo be stated In writing deperding on the exigencivs requiring lguidarion of wry
corpus created for anruity or premature closure of fived deposit, for the henefit of the claimant.

5.4 The arders dated 21 April, 2017, 24~ May, 2019 and & November, 2019 of Hon'ble High Court
of Delhi tn FAQ No. 2272003 and CM Application No. 45012075 tn Geefa Devi Vs Union of fndia,
relating fo disbursement of compensation shall be read as part of this Ride. "

13, Therefore, relying upon the judgement rendered by the Delhi High Court in the case
of Geeta Devi (supra) and in pursuénce of Rule 5 quoted above, in the present case,

the amount of award along with the interest shall be disbursed in the following

MANner, -

From out of the total compensation amount, legal heir No. 1 Smt. Kishori Kumar

Sharma, wife of the deccased shall receive Rs. 3,00,000/- (Rupees Three Lakhs

16
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onlv) with accrued interest, legal heir No. 2, Shri Ravi Kumar, minor son of the

deceased, shall receive Rs. 4,00,000/- (Rs four lakhs only) with accrued interest and

legal heir No. 3, Smt. Somvati, mother of the deceased, shall receive BS: | 00,000/

(Rupees one lakh only) with acerued interest.

14. 10% of the shares of the legal heir No.] and 3 Smt [ishori Kumar gharma and

Sint. Somvati respectively shall be released eorthwith by BCSNEET transfer 10

het/his savings bank account. Rest of their shares together with accrued interest it

any, shall be invested in FDRs fora periotd of three years in their respective pames in

a nationalized bank, near 10 the place of their residence, with monthly payment of
accrued interest on FDRES in their names.

15.As regards the amount of compensation payable 10 legal heir Mo. 2 Shri Ravi

Kumar, minor son of the deceased, the entire amount of RS 4,00,000/- (Rs four

lakhs only) with accrued interest payable to him shall be invested 10 & FDR in his

name under the gua;ﬂiarﬂhp of his mother, Smt. Kishori Kumari Sharina (legal heir
No. 1) in @ nationalized bank, near i the place of her residence for the period till he
attains the age of 18 years. Monthly interest on FDR of legal heir No. 7 Shri Ravi
Kumar will be payable to the legal heir No. 1 Smt. Kishori Kumari Sharma for the
maintenance and welfare of her son.

16. ADR/PB/RCT/Delhi will verify the details of the bank accounts of the awardee

hefore making payment. Further to that, the bank should also be directed not 10
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allow any loan, advance, withdrawal or premature discharge on the fixed deposit
without permission of the Tribunal. The bank account should be in a Nationalized
Bank near his place of permanent residence,

17.The application is allowed in the above terms. No order to costs.

(Ms. Archana Shrivastava) (Kanwaljit @gh Ahluwalia)
Member (Technical) Chairman
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