
CAT/V12 

IN THE CENTRAL ADMiNISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
AHMEDBPID BENCH 

WXX?XLXM>I 

O.A. No. 	 194 
26Q 	of 

DATE OF DECISION 6. 221 ___ 

Gurub achan Sijh ac z ati a 	 Petitioner 

Mr.U.D. Lal 	__________________ Advocate for the Petitioner(s) 

Versus 

Unj)n of Inria & Org. 	 Respondent 

t2. 	.i._hev(e 
	 Advocate for the Responatut(s) 

CORAM 

The Hon'ble Mr. ;:;.. 3frCJ - 	 • . I1ernher (A) 

The Hon'ble Mi. 3. 3antThana i•'i:jghnan 	 •. i'rnber (J) 

Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the Judgement 	T) 

To be referred to the Reporter or not? 

Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy cf the JudgemenL? 	r-A 

Whether it needs to be circulated to other Benches of the Tribunal? 
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Gurbachan Singh adzatia, 
FeLired Head .T.E., 
19, Sawan Society, 
Vatva Road, Maninagar, 
Ahmedabaci, - 380 008. 	 Applicant 
(Advocate-.Mr.c.j:. Lal) 

Versus 

Union of Incia, 

Through 
General Manager,  
Churchgate, 
:3omhav - 400 020. 

Sr. Divisional Commercial- 
Superintendent, 
1e stern ailway, 
Pratapnagar, 
Barodia. 	 : Respondents 

O.A. No. 260 of 1991 

ORAL - ORDER 

Dated : 6.8.1991 

Per : Hon'ble lIt. N.M. Singh 	: Nenar (A) 

Heard IN • D .1) • Lal, lea::ned counsel for the 

applicant. in this Original Apalication, the aoplicant 

retirec rleao T.T.E. has objected to Divisional Office, 

Barodas reference dt. 21.3.1991 addressed to D.C.T.I,, 

Baroda, under copy to Chief Ticket Inspector, Ahmedabad, 

Divisional Commercial Superintendent, Ahmedabad and 

Station 'uoer1ntencent, •ThmecTabad on the subject of 

debits outstanding at Abmedabad Broac3guage in resoect 

of revised fares on Ist class and 1st ACC Class not 

collected from 111987 and onward. 

2. 	The above reference shows that certain tickets 

were sold prior to 1 .11 •1 907 for journey on/or after 

1.11.1907. The date 1.11.1987 is crucial in the sense 

chat w.e.f. 1.11.1987 the fares caine to be revised upward. 
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the aoolicnt at that timeworking as train Conductor 

for the trains for which the recovery of the difference 

be tween te original fare and the enhanced fare was 

not affected. The recovery of , 1,236/- has therefore, 

been worked out by the Divisional Office, Barocla and 

collected from Lhe apolicant. 

It is ct- e contention of Mr. Lal that the applicant 

then working as Conductor was no resoosible to af±ect 

the recovery of enhanced fare from the concerned 

passengers. When shown thar this reference dated 

21.3.1990 mentioned the designation as T.T.E. from 

whom the recovery are to he effected?  Mr. Lal submitted 
i-I 	 i-i 

tha: certain T.T. . . though aprointed as T .T .E are 

given duty of Conductor and the aoolicant was workinc 

as Conductor at the particular time. Wa find this plea 

is not taFen in the representation dated 5•41990 

We, therefore, are of the view that the aoplication 

does not deserve further consideration before us. We, 

however, suggest to the resoontents that before affecting 

recovery, they may take into consideration the represe- 

ntaion dated 26.4.1)91 of the aoplicant. 

In view of the above, the application is liable 

to be rejected.. We have heard Mr. N.S. Shevde, learned 

counsel for t e respondents also. 

Aoolication is rejected. 

fri 

(S Santhana Mrishnan) 
Member (J) 

( 11 M Singh 
Member (A) 
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