
IN 'l'EE CEN'l'RAL ADMINIS'ri~A'I'IVE 'I'RIBUNAL 1 JAIPUR BENCH, 

O.A.No.64/99 Date .~~f. order: 04 ·i/04. 2000 

K.Benjarninu S/o Shri S.M.Eenjarnin. R/c Kesar 

JAIPUR. 

VHla ~ 1020/l 

Christianganj~ Almer. ! 
I ••• Appl ip:nt. 

li . ' 
1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Union of. India through Gen.eral·MFnager~ W.Rlyu ChurchgateQ 
II MuiT'bai. " I• 
:1 

Finandal /l.avisor & Chief Accounts Officer (P~nskn). 
! 
t 
I 

W.Rly~ Churchgatea MuiT'bai. 

Sr.Divisjonal Personnel Offi.cerif VI.Rly~ A"in1€r. . . -
I 

Divisional Accounts Officer 1 W.~lyu Ajrner. 

I ••• Respondents-. / . .. !/ 

Mr.W.Wales ,... Counsel fer the applicant. / 
, I 

Mr~U.D.Shanra - Counsel for respondents. 
1 

CORAM: II 
Hon 1 ble Mr.S.K.Agarwala Judicial Member 

. - 'II 
PER HON 1 BLE MR.S.K.AGARWALu JUDICIAL ~EMBER. . r 

In this Original Application un~er Sec.19 of the AdiT'inist-

t . . b l ' )198 I:; th l ; 1t1 k ' t - . t ra J ve Tn una s Act i _.. 1 e app J can IT'S es a prayer o 01rec 

~eepcncent No.1 tc· treat the applicant ~b. a pension retiree (ceeJileo 

to have opted the pension scheme) "{.e.f.;/1.1.1986 inetead as SRPF 

(C) retiree in terms .of Railway Bcara•s.)/letter dateo 8.5:.87 and to 
II · direct respondent No.2 to compute t_he pension w.e.f. 1.3.94 and to 

pay the arrears accordingly~ 

2. Reply was filed. In the reply~ it has been stated clearly 

that the applicant has exercised his op~ion to continue SRPF scheiT'e 

and as such the applicant cannot claim to have come ever to the 
II 

pension scheme in pursua.nce of Rail~'SY Ecaro•s circular ·datec 
' II 

8.5.1987. Alongwith the reply~ the respbnaents have filed Annx.RJ 
II 

ana Annx.R2. Annexure R-1 eaid to have been filed en 24.9.87. IT'akes 

it very clear that the ap~licant has\ oJbared hiirself tc continue 

in CPF Scheme in pursuance of Railway ~1barc•s letter dated 8.5.87. 

Annexure F-2 is the fo~'Srding letter a

1
.1;1

11cngw~th .. the optkn given by 

·the employee. 

3. No rejoinder to. contravert the .verei en of the respondents 
I wa_s f ilea by the appl kant. 
i . 

LJ • In v j' ew of the .Specific reply 1 given by the respondents 

alongwith Annx·.Ri and Annx.R2 1 I am ct/'th€ considered view that the 

applicant has no case for i nterferencei qy this 'I'ri1buna1 • 

5. · Iu therefores oisiT'i.ss. this· o.A with no order as to costs. 
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