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Shri Swaroop 3ingh cepplicant N
Vs,

Delhi Administration and Others . .Respondents

CORAM

Hon'ble Shri J.p. Sharma, Member (J)

For the dpplicant . .+ .SH.B.B.Raval,
counse]
For the Respondents . ¢ Mone
1. Whether Reporters of 1oca1 pPapers may be allowed oL
to see the Judgcmcnt?

2. To be referred to the Reporter or not? J\\
JUDGEMENT (ORAL) |
(Dc1*vered by Hon'ble Shri J.p. Sharma, Member (J) -

The app]icahtf emploved as T7.G.T. Government Boys
Seconda%y Scﬁoo1ﬁ Dakshinpuri, Delhi has the grievance against
the Order MNo.456/Accts., Order No.2256 dt.4.7.1989 and Order
dt. 28.7.1989 rejecting the LTC claim of the applicant and
ordering recovery of LTC advance taken by the applicant. As a
consequence. of the above, the Principal of the sai& school by
thevorder dt.  9.8.1989 ordered the recovery of Rs,7700 given
t@ the applicant. The applicant has claimed the relief that
the claim preferrad By him be passed along with 24% nterest

along with cost.

The facts of thie case are that the applicant availed

LTC for the  bhlock year 1986-89 in the month of June, 1988,




During this period, the applicant alongwith his family menbers

went to _Trivandrum and returned to Delhi on 25.6.1988. It is

stated that their trip was performed through Garhwal Mandal

Vikas Nigam Ltd. - and bus No.DEP 7300 was hired. They hawve
done this in’ pursuance of the OM  of the Department of

Personnel and Training dt.16.4.1987 (Annexure A1), Tha

‘app]icant has also filed a certificate issued by the Joint

Secretary  in 'Augustﬁ 1967 authorising Garhwal MsndaT Vikas
Nigam Ltd. to 4conduct/organi:‘se LTC/LFC and other tours for
the State Governmenf/ﬁentra1 uGovernmént employees (Annexure
A27. 'The applicant was given an advance of Rs.7700 as per
rules and on return, the app1icantfsubmﬁtted the bills for the
balance amount of Rs.2050, But the bill was passed for.
Rs.2032 by the beputy Director, Education, dﬁstrﬁct;South. an
18.8.1988. However, Pay and fAccounts O0fficer, R.K. Puram has
raised certain objections aﬁd returned the ‘said bi11 to Deputy
Director, Educatﬁonﬁ District-South and as su&h the applicant
has not been paid the amount. The applicant in view of thﬁ
objections raised by the Pay and Accounts 0fficer,  made a

representation  on  1.8.1989, It s stated  in  the

representation  tht alongwith the applicant, five  othsar

families of the emplovees travelled with him and two of them

arg of DTC epartmént and three were teachers working under
Delhi Administration. Instead of allowing the bill to be
paid, the Principal of the institution issued the Tetter
dt.2.8.1989 for refund of the amount of Rs.7708 on the basis

of the Tetter of the Pay and Accounts Officer dt.28.7.1989.




The respondents contested the application and in,a very
cursory reply, it has been stated that since the claim could
not be substantiated by the applicant comp]ete]ym'so it' has
not bheen  allowed. None i3 present on behalf of the

respondents to support their averments in the reply.

Normally « when the Head of the Department, i.e.. Deputy
Director of Education has scrutinised the bill and after
scrutinising the same passed the same for payment, the Pay and
Accounts  Officer should have satisfiea himself regarding the

£

for the passing of the said bills and when

73

objéctions raised
those objections have been duly replied by the appTﬁcaﬁt in
thg representation dt.1.8.1982, then the reply  should have
been furnished to the appMcant and if not furnished, then the
Crespondents  in  their reply should have detailed the reasons.
due to which the evidence furnished by the applicant of having

travelled to Trivandrum is not sufficient or justigiable. +

In view of above facts and circumstances, since the
claim has already been scrutinised and passed by the Deputy
Director of Education and the querries raised by the Pay and
Accounts Officer have been sufficiently explained by the
applicant, there is no justification in holding that the bills
submitted are not genuine or that the applicant has not
travelled availing of the LTC  advance from Delhi to

Trivandrum. ~The application is, therefore, partly allowed to

the extent that the order asking for the refund of the LTC
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amount so  far as it relates to the applicant dt.28.7.1989 and

9.8.1989 are quashed. The respondents are further directed 1o

pay the LTC bills a
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the Deputy Director of

.3

Education for the amount of Rs.2032 and further if the

{

applicant could substantiate the actual amount of Rs. 2050,
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then foi hat amount. The said balance amounit of Rs.2032 or
as arrived at on the basis of the evidence produced. by the
: . . , . N - )
applicant, be paid to the applicant within a period of three

months from the date of receipt of a>copy of this Jjudgement.
\

The c¢laim  for interest by the applicant is disallowed ag also

® the other reliefs claimed in the application. The application

is disposed of exparte. In the circumstances, the parties

shall bear their own costs.
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(J.P. SHARMNA)

MEMBER (1)

#3.08.1992




