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Jabalpur. this the 30th day of January,2003.
»n'ble MC.R^J4>aahyaya, Keirbec tednw.)

Bhagwandas son of
aged about 76 years, repxed
Shop l»oco Foretn&n, Jcibd.pur, ^/o
Uprenganj, J^alpur (MP)

-apPLICAJJr

^y Advocate— Mr»S«K»Garg)
Versus

1. union of mdia throu^
of i^ilway#-Affairs, New Delhi*

2. General Manager,
Central Railway, Bombay*

3. Divisional Railway Manager,
Central Railway Jabalpur,
Distt. Jabalpur CMP)

-RE®01®ENTS

(By Advocate- Mr»S®p*Sinha)

Q R D E R (ORili)

The applicant has filed this application seeking

direction to the re^ondents to give the benefit of

Retired Etaployees Liberalised Health Ssherae, after takanc
at the timeonly Rs.SOO/- basic pay, which was pay

of his daughter Asha Thawar

and his son Anuj Sin#i. He also aou^ a direction to

the respondents not to recover Rs*4600/- and Rs.30/- per
year from 1961 to 1988 and al® Rs.TV- ^589 to

1997 from him.

2^ It is claimed by the applicant that he was an

enployee of the Railway D^artment, working as Machine

aiop Keeper Loco Poronan, Jabalpur and retired from

service on 31.7.1980. At the time of his retirement, his
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Original Application MQ.348 of 190^

Jabalpur^ this the 30th day of January, 2003,

Hon'ble Mr,R,K j^adhyaya, Menbe: (Adn»y,)
Bhagwandas son of Siri Khokhe Singh,
aged about 76 years, retired Machine
Shop Loco Foreman, Jabalpur, 9Jo
Uprenganj, Jabalpur (mp)

(By Advocate- Mr.Sjc.Garg)
-jpplica
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Versus

1, Union of India throu^ Ministry
of Railway,-Affairs, New Delhi,

2, Gen oral Manager,
Railway, Boiribay,

3, Divisional Railway Manager,
Central Railway Jabalpur,
Distt, Jab^pur (mp)

(By Advocate- Mr,S,F.Sinha)

nt
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0 ^ D B R (ORia;,)
The applicant has fJied this application seeking

direction to the re^ondents to give the benefit of
retired aployees Liberalised Heath SOhe»e, after taking
74^--rto'reff ̂ a^^' the tis.eOf hes/Sen^y „.eebers Including his daughter Asha Thakur
and his son Anuj Singh. He al«> sought a direition to
the re^ondents not to recover Rs.4600/. ^d Rs.30/. p^
year from 1981 to 1988 and also Re, no/ x:oiiu aj.£D Rs.72/- from 1989 to
1997 from him,

2- It is Claimed by the ^lioant that he was an
^loyee Of the Anii..,
^  -0=0 foreman, dabalpur and retired fsom-Vice on si.y.iggo. At the time of his netine„«t, his
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basic was Rs.500/- per month. It is further claimed

that his daughter Asha Thakur and his minor son Anuj

Sin^ were not recorded dependents at the time of

retirement. After retirem^trhis daughter was married, and

subsequently his son-in-law, i.e., Ora Pal Sin^ died in

an accident in 1987. The daughter of the applicant

Sfbakur-iand his son Anuj Singh are living with the

applicant. It is further ciajjned that the applicant has

^plied for giving the benefit of Retired Otployees

Liberalised Health Scheme, 1997 vide letter dated

15.1.1998 (Annexure VD . The ̂ plicant has been directed
to pay Rs.4600/- as last monthly basic pay and &. gs.30/-
per year from 1961 to 1968 ̂ d^s.72/- from 1969 to 1997.
The learned counsel for the ̂ plleant ttates that the

^1 leant has filed an affidavit in sn>poit of his claim
that his daughter and son are dependents on him. According
to the learned counsel, the direction eC the respondents
to d^slt the amount is unjustified In view of the feet
that the applloanfs basic , „as only Rs.500/- at the
time of his retirement.

3. The learned counsel for the re^ondents Invite!
ettentlon to the return filed on behalf of the raspondats
Ih Which it has bean stated that the demand from the
applicant is based on the Instructions issued under
Retlrad Itaployaes Liberalised Health Scheme .According
to the learned counsel, widowed daughter Is not atitled
to any b«efit under the Health Schaee or Pass Rules.
Besides, the appLicsnt has not furnished tha datalls llRa
age Of the widowed daughter, her resldaice, nor any
proof that is d^endent x^od the applicant. The
contention of tha learned counsel is that the applicant

0Dntd.,,p/3,
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wants to take advantage under the sch^ne enforced from

15,1,1996, but does not want to comply with the require-

m^t of para 3 of the said scheme. The claim of the

applicant is contrary to the provisions of sch^e and
If

deserves to be rejected ./the applicant wants to aoritch
is

over to the new scheme he/required to pay all dues

under the said scheme.

4, ASer hearing the ]amed counsel of both the

parties and after perusal of the records, it is held

that if the applicant wants to avail the benefit of

scheme, he must corrply with the provisions of this scheme.

The new scheme as per circ^ar letter dated 10.5,1996

(Annexure iV'l) requires that after one year of retirement,

only those retired employees may be allowed to join, who

also pay one time contribution of an amount equal to the

last drawn or if a new set of pay scales comes into

effect then the equivalent in the relevant scale of

pay corresponding to the last pay drawn. This Tribunal

does not find any infirmity in the scheme. Therefore,

the order of the respondents does not call for any

interfereice. In this view of the matter, this 0,a,

I's dismissed without any order as to costs.

(R JC .Upadhyaya)
Menber (Adimv,)
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