
RSA-577-2001 (O
 

 

IN TH

    

   

 

State of Punjab 

 

   

Kamla Rani and o

 

CORAM : HON

 

Present: Mr

 

  Mr. I

for 

   

SUDEEPTI SHA

1.  The 

impugned judgme

(Senior Division

respondent for re

Punjab against th

First Appellate Co

2.  Brief

001 (O&M)     

IN THE HIGH COURT OF PUNJA

AT CHANDIGAR

-.- 

     RSA

     Date

      

  Versus 

and others     

 HON’BLE MRS. JUSTICE SUDEE

Mr. Maninder Singh, Sr. DAG, Punja

Mr. Inayat Khullar, Advocate  

for the respondents.  

  -.- 

 

I SHARMA, J.  

The present appeal is filed by th

udgment and decree dated 28.08.1997

vision), Gurdaspur, whereby, the C

 for retiral benefits was allowed and

inst the judgment and decree dated 2

late Court, vide judgment and decree d

Brief facts of the case as mentioned 

“Brief facts which led to the 

Tarlok Nath Patwari now d

legal heirs joined his service

continuously worked upto 

certificate in the year 1954 sh

8.9.1954 and the said certific

  -1- 

UNJAB AND HARYANA  

IGARH 

RSA-577-2001 (O&M) 

Date of Decision : 01.10.2024 

          ....Appellant 

          ....Respondents 

UDEEPTI SHARMA 

, Punjab.  

by the State of Punjab against th

.1997 passed by the learned Civil Judg

the Civil Suit filed by the plaintif

d and the appeal filed by the State o

ated 28.08.1997 was dismissed by th

ecree dated 29.07.2000. 

ioned in the civil suit are as under:- 

 the filing of the present suit are th

w deceased and represented by h

rvice as Patwari on 06.09.1954. H

to June 1969 and he was give

4 showing his service with effect fro

rtificate was issued on 19.10.1965. 

 
 

 

inst the 

il Judge 

laintiff-

State of 

by the 

re that 

by his 

4. He 

given 

t from 

965. It AMIT KAUNDAL
2024.10.22 18:19
I attest to the accuracy and
integrity of this document
Chandigarh



RSA-577-2001 (O
 

 

3.   

written statement

barred by the pri

was dismissed in

and is not mainta

On merits, it was

temporary basis

Tarlok Nath was
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January 1969. He never ear

entire service record was goo
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hich was also dismissed by the le

  Hence, the appellant filed the present

IONS OF COUNSEL FOR THE PA

Learned counsel for the appellant co

ow are erroneous on facts and law
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I have heard learned counsel for th
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so that the court could ascerta

Tarlok Nath before he sought 
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certain the length of service rendere

ght voluntary retirement. It is in pa

rlok Nath sought voluntary retireme

fact has not been denied in the writte

shows that at the time of volunta

ad put in 14 years and 3 months

failed to prove that length of servi

 years 3 months and 6 days. No dou

s Rules qualifying for the grant 

but our Hon'ble High Court h

son who retires voluntarily is entitle

d the relief of pension is entitled to th

relief of pension is never time barre

curring cause of action. The cause

for pension arises at the end of eve

, the plaintiff in entitled to the pens

s, upto the date on which he soug

 up to 21-3-97 when he died and aft

led to receive the widow pension. 

rement from service cannot be treate

he employees from service for whic

competent authority under the servi

n order. So, in this case volunta

lok Nath cannot be termed as remov

 
 

dered 

n para 

ement 

ritten 

untary 

s of 

ervice 

 doubt 

ant of 

t has 

ntitled 

 to the 

barred 

use of 

very 

ension 

sought 

d after 

reated 

 which 

ervice 

untary 

moval 

AMIT KAUNDAL
2024.10.22 18:19
I attest to the accuracy and
integrity of this document
Chandigarh



RSA-577-2001 (O
 

 

CONCLUSION:
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A perusal of the judgments passed

elf speaking and after taking into cons

benefits have been granted to the

Tarlok Nath joined as Patwari on 06

t voluntary retirement as per the rec

d by the defendant-appellant in the w

 of voluntary retirement, Tarlok Nath 

 Therefore, the defendant-appellant w
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passed by the Courts below show th

o consideration the evidence on recor
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