Central Administrative Tribunal
principal Bench

. " 0.A.N0.580/98
Hon’ble Shri R.K.Ahooia, Member(A) -

New Delni, this ;he(eff'day of February, 1999

Attri Dutt Sharma

T. No.1311 (Industria])

Ex.Painter 510 Army Base Workshop

Meerut Now r/o c/o Kishor Dutt Sharma _
Q.No.J-2/428 DDA Flats Near Tara Appartments -

Kalkaji, New Delhi = 110 019. - -... Applicant

(By shri v.P.S.Tyagil, Advocate) .
-+ Vs,

. Union of India through

Secretary
Min.~of Defence
New Delhi.

!

. Director General

EME Branch
Army HQS.DHQ PO New Delhi.

. commandant 510.Army Base Workshop .

Meerut Cantt. -
(By Shri V.S.R.Krishna, Advocate) . -

-ORDER_

!Thé apb]icant alleges that thé ré1mbur§ement of
his LTC claim for the B1ock jear 1994-97 has been wrongly
withheld and thé. advancé obtained by him haé been
recovered with interest thereon. The applicant also
submits that - hea_ﬁas not been given some of his ~retiré]
benefits 11ke_ gratuity, commuted value of pension,
revised pension and<1eaye encashment. |

2. The respondents in their reply have stated

that as the . applicant had not preferred any final claim

of LTC for thé Block year 1994-97, the advance made to
‘him had necessarily to be recovered. As regards his

retiral benefiis they have stated.that all the payments
i

have been made to the applicant except where due to jate .

decision of the Government on the recommendatidns of the

. Fifth Pay Commission-arrears are sti11 being paid.

3. The learned counsel for the apb11cant has not

pfessed the.‘claim of the applicant regarding the payment
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of retiral benefits. However, he vehement1y contested \

the eubmiss1on of the respondents that the LTC claim for IE; p
1994-97 B]ock year could not be considered as the same
had not been preferred by the app11cant on this point
the counsel also drew’ my attent1on ' to his MAe for
product1on of certain records by the resbondents 1ike:
Diary and Despatch Reg1sters to estab11sh whether a c1a1m
had pbeen filed by the:app1icant~or not. The respondents
heve rowever stated in rep]y to the MA that the records
being old the Same‘ cannot be produced as being
non—traeeabTe. W

4. Hav1ng'~cons1dered the matter carefully, I

- find no merit in the claim’ of the app11cant. The

.applicant c1a1ms to have perfomed the journey during the - y
period 13.5. 1995 to 28.5.1995. Recovery of the advance

taken by ~him was a]so made vide cash receipt " dated

\27.1.1996. The applicant retired on superannuat1on on

_3f;1.1997. However the present app11cat1on was filed on

\10.3.1998, i.e., more than two years after the date of -
“alleged performance of the journey and. even recovery of
tﬁe advance. If the LTC claim had been filed, the
app11cant‘wou1d have been expected to resist the recovery
\and failing re]ief' from the respondents, he could have

then approached the Tribunal within a reasonable time.

" That he has awaited for so long approaching “the Tribunal

U

ijs in itself indicative of the fact that - he has not

© pursued his LTC claim vigorously and in time.

‘5. In view of this position, finding no merit in the

OA, the same is dismissed. No costs.




