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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, JAIPUP EENCH,

JAIPUR.

0.A, MNo. 704/93 Date of decision: 17.2.94
NARAIN HARI ¢ Applicant.
VERSUS

UNION OF INDIA & ORS Respondents,

o

Mr, J.¥. Faushik

Zouncsel for the applicant,

Mr, Manish Bhandari

Connsel for the respondents.
CORAM: '
Hon'ble Mr, Justice D,L. Mehta, Vice-Chairman

PER. HON'BLE MR, JUSTICE D.L. MEHTA, VIZE=CHAIRMAMN:

Heard the learned counsel for the parties,
2. The learned counsel for the applicant has invited my
attention to Representation dated 7.£.93 (Annexure A-4), It was
submitted that upto April,23, T.A, was granted to the applicant
for hizs travel - from Fota to Tirath, Thereafter, it was
declinel aon the ground that it is less than 8 kms.

3e The respondents vide Annexure A-2, intimated the

n
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applicant that Tirath Crossing Station ié lesz than 8 kme from
Yota, as such, the <claime of zi:x persons incluling the applicant
are rejected, Thie intimation was given vide Annexure A-1, dated
4,2,93 that they are not entitled for the sane.

4, Mr, ¥aushik submitted that there is no direct routsz
other than bus route and the bus route is about 15 kms and not
less than 8 kms. Mr. Bhandari, on the other hand, submit=z that
the rail#ay track route is zbout 3¥2 whereas Mr, Kaushik submits
that the railway track is 6¥2 kms. Whatéver is the distance kat
there is no Jdispute on this porint that it is lesz than S tms,

S5 llow, only the cuestion which remains for consideration
ie whether the employees who are wdirking on track can ke allowed
to claim the kus rates on the ground that ths travel on f%gi?;
not zafe partisularly on the bridge. The second contention is
that the responlentsz are having & practice of pick and chooce
and they are not entitled for the same. In the rejoinder, it was

submitted thzt in Ssp-ember,93, payment has beszn male to one
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Welu Lavman and he has produced it at Annexure A-5. This
point was argued and Mr. Phaniari submitted that it was a
miztzke and directiosne have been given to the 2szistant
Engineer to explain, Some payments have also been made to

A

other perscnsz and the resrondents admit that ths mistaks
has been committed in that case also. There cannot he a
case ofvdiscrimination. If the respondents fzel that it is
a mistzke then they sghould recover the amount from the
psrsons to whon it wae paid., In case, the amount is not
recovered then it will amount to discriminating one emplovee
with the other employze. In that case, the applicant will

be entitled for the paymsnt of T.A, Claimes which are pending.

He With these okecervations, the 0.,A, is dizposed o
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accordingly, with no orler as to costs,

ice=-Chairman



