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Central administrtative Tribunal -
" Principal Bsnch: MNew Oelhi

D.a. Mo, 2892/97
Mew Delhi this the 20th day of March 1998
Hon’ble Shri S.R. adige, Vice-Chairman (e

Shri a.P. Chopra,
C-11.,/927 MotiiBagh,
Mew Delhi.
e a Applicant
(Applicant in parson J

YVarsus .
Union of India, through

1. Secretary, - .
Railway Boar:,
Ministry of Railways,
Maw Delhi.

’
4,

. Seoretary to the Govt. of India,
Minsizstry of Personnel, Public Grievances -
& Pension (Deptt. of Personnel & Training )
Maw Delhi. “

“. The Chairman,
Railway Claims Tribunasl
2y Rajpur Road, Delhi-110054.

. “wn e e RBISDONCdEN TS
(By advocate: Shri Madhav Panikar)

ORDER _(Qral) )
BY HON'BLE MR. S.R. ADIGE, VICE CHAIRMAN (A)

applicant pravs for a direction to respondents
to permit him to avail of L.T.C. from MNew Delhi to Port

Blair and back far hinmself and his Family meEmbars even

cafter completing his tenure in R.C.T. or to grant  him

the monstary equivalent sum  for the same.
Z . I have heard the applicant who B, g e
his case Iin person  and  Shri Madhav Panikar, counsal - for

the reépondents“
7k
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5. From R&sromdwmtw reply is clear that the

L.T.o.  facility claimed by applicant during his tenurs in

2oR.T.  has been denisd  to him on two  grounds, firstly
~ ctiond ing 7§ Thim

becaus&ithe L.T.C. facility iz avallablsg only Lo those

0

wFfFicers who hawe putting the minimum of four wears of

sarvice In R.O.T. and secondly, becauss persons enjoving

the facility of post-retirement complinentary passes  ars

according toe respondents not permitted to availl of L.T.C

4.  Sohmitvtedly, applicant who was  a rallway
saryvant and took woluntary -retic rmvnt to o Join RCT as

Mamber (Tech. ) is 2ntitlead o Dot ratirenant

complementary  paszsss issused by the railways. However, hns

has asserted that other HMembers (Tech.)/Vice Chairmen

(Teoch. ) who ware  from  rallwawys likes him and were  issued

poet retiremnsnt comelansntary  pass

allowed to savail of LTC faoid 1Iti'$,anﬁ has  Turnished a

tist of such psrsons Cann.  117.  3hri Hadhay Panikar., who

bvw  the departmantal  regrsentative  Shird

YKL Harang, Oy, DRirector, ROT did not deny this assertion

made by ths applicant.

5. fs raegards the allesged non-oompletion  of

the prescribed length of services is concerned applicant
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udgsnent datad

has inwvited my attention to the Tribunal’s

2594 CURL Mehon Vs, UL0LT. & RS
wharein that applicant had fallen ghortAmf the prescribead
perimd of Ffour  vears by_ one month but the Facility of
LoT.Co was allowsed to him and when
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respondents considerad

Suprasms Sourt against

5t ot

Ministry’s letter dated 2.6.97 that

was corract and  thers

Monble Supreme Court.

Alelel

W
gd period of
than

had Tallen short. This

Shri Panikar.

allowsed and respondents

apnlicant to  awvaill of L

Family membars  av

instructions on

-
(3

WICE

(e

the

Perrsonnel

MES

Licant

the period by which

the subjsct.
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SLP in ths Hon'ble

aforesaid Judagment . they ware

& Training vide Railway

the aforsszslid Jjudgamsnt

ne nesd to file an SLP 1n the

Iy

assarts that e Fe2ll short  of

Tour vears by dawvs, which

O L MERon

assertion Is also not denied by

£

restlt the O.4.

ars  directed to permit the

LT.C0 0 Faillity. for himself and his

this stage as per rules angd

angcizg
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