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HeWDelM. this the(cir day of February, 1999

Attri Dutt Sharma
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1. union of India through
Secretary

Min.^of Defence
New Delhi.
I

2. Director General
EME BranchArmy HQS,DHQ PO New Delhi.

3! commandant 610 Army Base Workshop
M06rut C3ntt» . X. \
(By Shri V.S.R.Krishna, Advocate)
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,  . The applicant alleges that the reimbursement of
his Lie claim for the Block year 1994-97 has been wrongly
withheld and the advance obtained by him has been
recovered with Interest thereon. The applicant also
submits that he. has not been given some of his retlral

,  benefits like gratuity, co-uted value of pension,
0  revised pension and leave encashment.

2. The respondents in their reply have stated
that as the applicant had not preferred any final claim
ofLTCfor the Block year 1994-97, the advance made to

■  him had necessarily to be recovered. As regards his
-  retlral benefits they have stated.that all the payments

have been made to the applicant except where due to late
decision of the Government on the recommendations of the
Fifth Pay Commission arrears are still being paid.

3. 'the learned counsel for the applicant has not

pressed the claim of the applicant regarding the payment
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of retiral benefits. However, he vehemently contested
the submission of the respondents that the LTC claim for
,994-97 Block year could not be considered as the same
had not been preferred by the aooHcant. On this point

.  the counsel also drew my attention to his HA forproduction of certain records by the respondents like
Diary and Despatch Registers to establish Whether a Claim ^

had been filed by the applicant or not. The respondents
.  nave however stated in reply to the MA that the records

being old the same cannot be produced as being
non-traceable.

4. Having considered the matter carefully, I
find no merit in the claim of the applicant. The
applicant^ claims to have perfomed the Journey during the-,period 13.5.1996 to 28.6.1996. Recovery of the advance

taken by him was also made vide cash receipt dated
27.1.1996. The applicant retired on superannuation on

■  ' 31:1.1997. However the present application 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
the advance. If the LTC claim had beeK filed, the
applicant would have been expected to resist the recovery

1  and failing relief from the respondents, he could have
O  . then approached the Tribunal within a reasonable time.

That he has awaited for so long approaching7the Tribunal
is 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.
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