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O.A. No. 115/86 

Per: Hon'ble Shri P. H. rivedi, Vice Chairman 

JUDGMENT 

The applicant, Shri Chavda, retired fron 

Railway service on 31 .5. '81, on attainment of super-

annuation age. He claims to have anplied by regis-

tered A.D. on 18.12. 1 81, to the Divisional Accounts 

Officer, exercising his-  oqtion for Family Pension 

Scheme, but the option seeris to have bean misolaced, 

according to him, by the railway administration. Hi 

stand is that the railway administro 	has issued 

various circulars from time to time, aching its emo-

Jovees to exercise its ontian for Family Pension Scheme 

and even extending such option to those who retired 

after 31 .1. 1 82 or those who were in service on that 

date. rhe aoplicant, therefore, contends that he has 

a claim, in the saint of these instruct:Lons, to be 

allowed to exerise his option of Family Pension 

Scheme even after retirement. 

2. 	Arber hearing the learned advocates Shni 

Gogia and Shri Tjdani for the aaelicant anc the resoon-

dent reapeccivel- T, we find that is tha aonlicant having 

retired in 1981, the instructions r:ferred to by him 

do not cover his case. These instructions apply to 

hose who were in service on 31.1. 1 82 or who retired 

thereafter, and clearly do not cover the coolicant' s 

case, who has retired considerably before that date. 

The aoplicant has aireacy received his dues and has 

enocd income derived thereirsmn. In the meantime, 

he is unable to show any proof of thc letter by which 

he hs exercised this o - tion an chich he states has 
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been misplaced by the railway administration. in 

the absence of such a proof we cannot accept his mere 

- 	 word to substantiate his claim which has to be taken 

as having been made after his retirement. Nothing 

stopped him fror: send.Lng some Csmrunication even on 

his retirement, regardine such an option or even at the 

ssage of receiving his ues that he was doing so under 

prorest. We have ascertained teat he stands to gain 

significantly if he is :J lowed to exercise his option 

now and we cannot consider a favourable decision for 

him in isolation for conferring its benefit uton him. 

If his a?eilcatisn S allowed to have merit, there is 

no reason why many officers who have retired in 1981 

will also not have to be alrowed such claims and, indeed 

we do not know whether any line can at all be drawn 

a: any particular date dividing those to whom such a 

benefit is allowed and those te whom it is to b denied. 

here may be considerable strength in the case for 

allowing the benefit of Family Pension Scheme to 

ret Lring iove.rnment servants if such a scheme is found 

to be of oenefie for their dependents or themselves as 

a rtiatter of publicnolicy wIthout restricting it to 

cateqory of officers. L1hi: is a reatter w. iich deserves 

careful and syrrmadsetic consideration of the Govern- 

mont. We do not, however, feel justified in allowing 

the henefi: to any particular officer when we hold that 

the oresent rules and instruct ions is not cover hi 

case. We ther, fore, fin.: that the apolication has no 

meria and fails. We make no order as to costs. 


