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REGN. NO. 0.4, 1124/87.

Present: mrs . Pankaj Verma, counsel for the applicant.

shri 5,N, Sikka, coungel for the respondents.

\ /Z)f’év\c \k 5 LA

This application has ceme—up Before—us for admission

today.

2. The applicant, who retired from the Railway service
on 1,7.1968, complains that he has not baen.ailoued to exercise the
option in favcur of pension instead of coinpulsory provident fund,
By letter dated 13,9.1968, issusd by the Ministry of Railways,
Railway servants wﬁo retired on or after 1.5.1968, werg to be
N\ k 5?V ‘

given another oppo:tunityL/Pr the liberalised railway pension
Rules including the Bénefit of the fami}y pension schemse fof
Railway Employees, 1964, as smended from time to tims. The
applicant's case is that this letter of the Railway Ministry was
never communicated to him and thersfore, he could not exercise the

. ’ }k Heo-
option stated therein before this date specified, i.,e. 31.12.1968.
He nbw prays'that he should be allowed the benefit of the Board's
letter, He undertakes to repay the émount of the entire provident
funq recaived by him in 1968 in return for pension and cther benefits
as from the datig of his retirsment,
3 Mrs, Pankaj Verma, learnsd counssl for the applicant
submitted that this was a case pf an old gentleman who was not
aware of his right to exercise option in 1968 and tha£ this Triﬁuﬁal
should given him the relief sought)%#r
4. | §hri 5.N. Sikka,learned counsel for the respondentis,
strongly opposes the claim made in the application and submiﬁs fhat

the lettar dated 13,9,1968 of the Railuway Board was published in

the Cazette and thatthe applicantshould have been more diligent in
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pupsuing his right. He submits that the matter is too stals

to be ansidered by this Tribunal.

5. We have considered the matter very carefully.,
In this connection, we/refsr to the letter dated 23.8.1983

addressed by the then Minister of Railways to an M.P, in which

' reference is made tothe claim of the applicant. At para 3.2 of the

letter, the then Minister of Railways pointed out thst the letter

in question was published in the Railway sazette and the applicant
‘ ' : is
had not taken advantage of the opportunity. Even this letter/dated

23 .8,1983,

6. The applicant's claim cannot be considered and
i in b -
o k8 5P
adjudicated upon by usf We find that another Bench of this
Tribunal has condoned the delay in filing this application and
has, therefore, in effect admitted tnis application though it has

come up before us in the Cause List under 'Admission' matters.

In view of this, we dismiss this application, Parties to begar -

their own costs. | ‘
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(P.Srinivasan) (G .Ramanujam)
Member - Vice-Chairman.



