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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPAL BENCH

0. A.^No. 1812 of i 997
MaI 8 86 of 19 98

U

■flew Delhi, this 03rd day of November, I 998.

BLE SMI. LAKSHMI SWAMINATHAN. MEJ^BERC J)
BLE SHRI K- MUTHUKUMAR,MEHBER(A)

1 . Hari Chand
S/o.Late Shri Dal Chand
R/o 3220, Gali School Wall
Pa hs. r Qa n i
New Delhi 55.

2. Ganga Ram
S/o Shri Jai Ram Oass
R/o AL-18.. -Shallmar Bagh ^
Delfii.

3. Kishan Kumar
S/o Shi" 1 Mof 1 ai'l La 1
R/o 9/1199 Mu1ta n i Mo 1 1 alia
Gandhi Nagar
Delhi-31. Applicants

By Advocate; Shr i 'H. P. Chakravorty

versus •

'Union of India, through ,
• I

1 . The Chairman,
Railway Board,:
Principal Secretary to the
Goverrunent of India,
i. ri i. s t r y o f R a i 1. ways,

Rail Bhawan
New Delhi,.

2 , T h e G e n e r" a 1 Man ct g e r ,■
Nor tfiern Railway,
Bareda House,
New Delfii.

3. The Divisional Railway Manager,,
No r t h e r n Ra i1wa y,
New Delhi. . ■ - Respondents

By Advocate: Shri R:L. Oil a wan

0 R D E R (oral)

HorUble Smt- Lakshmi Swaminathan, MCJ)

The , applicants have'filed this application.
i

seeking a direction to the respondents to dispense
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witf-i the provision of seeking options^ which according
to them they have exercised within a period of six

•montns from the issue of the Railway Board's 'order

dated 5.5.95. We note from the reply filed by 'the

respondents that they hack stated then that in the

case of applicants-U2, their requests were beinq

considered by the Government for relaxing the time

■ limit for exercising their option beyond six months

which had been prescribed. Shri R,L. Dhawan, learned

counsel has submitted a letter dated 26. 10.98 in

respect of applicants-T&2 stating" that their request

- for condonation, has been Soepted by the. respondents
and their pay will be accordingly fixed in terms of PS

No. 1 1001 (copy of the letter placed on record).

above, the r elief pr ayed

survives only in respect of applicant no. 3.' Iri f,is

• case the respondents contend that since he was ii,

service at the time. when the letter calling for

options was issued by Railway Board s letter da tec

o. j, 95, as he had retired from service "with ef'"'ect

from 30.6.97, no such condonation could be extended to

^  Chakra-vorty, learned courisel howeve/-
has drawn our attention to. the representation made by

applicant , No.3 dated 13.6.97: In the bottom of this

letter the following remarks had been recorded by the
Senior Divisional Mechanical Engineer/Goods, M.R. New

Delhi:- - ■

d

_Forwarded . for favourablA
consideration with the.remarl.s thaf th^
relevant letter PS No. 1 ,001 was not
received in this office & the employee

Qoing to be retire on 30.6.97,"
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3> In theiir reply, the respondents have" not

disputed" tfet the statement recorded by the Senic-r"
Divisional Mechanical,• Engineer about ttie fact tiiat the

relevant letter PS No. 1 1001 was not received in that

of'fice and' hence applicant no. 3 could not have been

aware of this. In view of this, we accept the facts

stated by the; Senior Divisional Mechanical

Engineer/Goods, who is a G'azetted officer, as nothing

has been brought on record by the respondents to

controvert this record,

4. In the above facts and circumstances of tfie

case, - the respondents shall extend 'similar benefits to

applicant no. 3 as giver) to appiican ts-1 &2. This shall

be done within three months from the date of rece'ipt

of a copy of this order. , In view, of tliis,." MA. 8867 98

stands disposed . of.

■5. " In the result,. OA is allowed as above. No

order as to costs.

(K. Muthukumar ) (Srnt. ' Lakshrni Siwaminathan )
Member(A) Member(J)
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