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IN THE CENTRAL ADflIISTRATflJE TRI9UNAL 
B.:.\NGALIJRE ENCH : 3ANGMLORE 

DTEO THIS 27TH NOiENER 1986 

Present 

THE 11ON 1 3LE JUSTICE SHRI K.S. PUTTASLIAfY : JICE—DHAIRAN 

THE HON'LE 5HRI L.H.\. REGO 	 : 111ENBEF1 (AM) 

Application No.071/1986(T) 

J.P. No. 12 008/19 32 

Shri M. Rladiah, 

R/o No.293 (LIC)HBC, 

VijayancQar Extension 9  
Oangalore. 	 •... Applicant 

(Shri lid. Farooq, Advocate) 

The Union of India by its 

cretery, 
liir1isry of Ri1wys, 
New DelhI. 

The Financial Adviser & 

Chief Accounts Officer, 

Southern Railays, 
Madre s. 

ChIef Enqineer (Construrbion), 

Southern Railways, 

Banalore Cantonment, 

Bnye1ore. 	 ..... Respondents 

(Shri M. Sreeranyoih, Advocate) 

This applicntion has come up for hearin9 before this 

Trib'jnal tory, the Honthie  Oustice Shri K.S. Puttnswnmy, 

made the foflowinq 

ORDER 

Case c.'lled on more than one occasion before the pre—

lunch session and thr pot-1urich session and finally at 4-10PM. 

On every occasion the applicant end his learned counsel Care 

absent. We find that ahe- p.jlicnt nd his learned counsel were 

absent an :ha previous hearinç dates 3190. de see no further 

justification to adjourn this case. iJe have perused the records 

and heard Shri N. Sreerangaiah, le-  med counsel for the 

resoonderits. 
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In this transferred iolicatjon received from the 

High Court of Karnatok,, the applicant has sought for Ei direction 

to the respondents to extrn him the enefit of the 'Liharalised 

Pension Scheme (LPS) introduced by the Central Govern:rarit 

from 1.417. 

The applicnt retired from service on 31.10.1981 as 

Section officer in the Southern :tilWfly, owned by Government of 

India. In their stateent of objections filed before the High 

- Court, 	r reepondoits have asserted tht the benefit of LPS 

had been extervied to the •JliC: nt t'nd oil ta amounts that ore 

legitimrtely due to him have also been paid to him. At the 

hearing Shri Srearanqoiah has also placed the oriivial racoads 

which cuarisivaly establish the said pi.o of 	respondents. 

!• 	'i find that the applicant has mode a wild claim which 

is not in coflfrmity with the Pension Rules regulating pensions. 

'Jr3 find no groind to accept the wild claim of te applicant and 

direct the respondents to revise the Pension Payment Urder 

settled by them in accordance 11 iL; trio rRules. 

5. 	In the light of our ctov discussion, we hold that 

this ouplication is liable to he dismissed. i!e therefore 

dismiss this application with no order as to costs. 

em 

(,<.s. Puttaswamy) i7 
Jice—Chairffian 

27.11.1986 

(L.H.PI. 

Member (All) 
27.11.1966 


