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PEF. HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE D.L. MEHTA, VI·:'.E-CH.~IIU1AN: 

Heard the learned counsel for the parties. 

2. The learned counsel f.:,r the applicant bae invited my 

attenti·:m to ?."?presentation dated 7.8. 93 (Anne:rure A-4). It was 

submit ti~d that upto Apr 11, 9 3. T. A. was g r.::in ted to the applicant 

fc.r his travel · from Kota to Tirath. Thereafter, it was 

declined on th~ 9roun·:1 th.3.t it i~ lese than 8 lens. 

3. The respondents vide Annexure .:\-2, intimated the 

applicant that Tirath Cro:::sin9 Station is lesz than 8 1'JT1s from 

f-:ota, as such, the claims of si::.: persons including the applicant 

are rejected. Thi: intimation was gi\ren vi·1e Annexure A-1, dated 

4.8.93 that they are not entitled for the same. 

4. Mr. !:aushik submitted that there is no direct rout: 

•<Jther than bus route and the bus route is about 15 Jr.ms and m:>t 

less than 8 krns. Mr. Bhandari, ·:in the other hand, submit=: that 

the railway track route ie about 3}'2 vJhereas Mr. Kaushik .submits 

that the railway track is 6~'2 kms. Whatever ie the distance b.it 

there is no jfspute on this p)int that it is less than S r.ms. 

s. now. only the: question which remains f·::>r consideration 

is whethE:r the. employees wh:> o.re W·'.)rking on track can be allowed 
track 

t•:> claim the bus rates 011 the ground that the travel .::in the /is 

not ::afe parti.:ularly on the bridge. The second c•:inte:ntion is 

that th•:: resp'.)n:1ents are having a practice of pick and choose 

submitted th~t in S12:p':.ember .. 93, po.yment has be>?.n rna::l.e to on'= 
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We:lu ta::-:man and he has pr•)·Juced it at Anne:xure A-5. This 

point was argued and Mr. Ehan:1ari submitted that it was a 

miztQke and directi:)ns have been given to the .h.s3istant 

Engineer tc• e:·:plain. Some pa~'Tl'lents have also:" been m.acle to 

other persons and the respondents admit th.3t the mistal:e 

has been cc·mmitte:d in that case also. There cannot be .:t 

case of discrimination. If th.::! respondents feel that it is 

a miste:.ke then they should r ... ~cover the .3.ffiount fr.:1m the 

persons to ·who:n it wa!:: paid. In case. the amount is not 

recovered then it will am.:>unt to discriminating one employee 

·with the oth~.::r employee. In that case. the ::ipplicant 1·;ill 

be enti tle·:l for the paym;;nt •'.:If T. A. ClaimE whi.:h are pending. 

6. With these observations. the O. A. ie. disposed of 

accordingly. with no or0:Je.::.- as to costs. 
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