IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL-

NEW DELHI
Regn. No. 0A-813/85. Decided on 9 -6-§F
KeL. Gulati | eesseo.Applicant.
Versus _
Ministry of Defence & Others eesssseRespondents.
For the Applicant el - Applicant in person.
For the Respondents. coe Mrs. Raj Kumari Choﬁra,

Advocate.

~

- CORAMS HON*BLE MR. P.K. KARTHA, VICE CHAIRMAN. -

HON$BLE mR.:N.M. MATHUR, ADMINISTRATIVE MEMBER.
1 = Whether Reportsrs of locdl papers may be alloued
to see the judgement ? fyu%
2. To be_referred to the Reporter or not? Cfﬂb

(Judgement of the Bench delivered by Hon'ble
Mr. M.M. Mathur, Administrative Member)

JUDGEMENT S

" In this application the applicanﬁ has prayéd
for the refund of tmojth.C. advances‘oﬁ Rs. 2295/~
and Rs. 2750/~ draun by him in 1578 and 1980 respectively
agalnst which he had already submitted adgustment bills.
2. According to the applicart, an L T.Cs advance
of-Rs.-2295[f was drawn by him ‘in the year 1978 for
visiting Kaﬁyakumari,,that he submitted the adjhsﬁment
bill in respect of this advance in August, 1979, that
the bill uaé, hbweuer, retufned to him byvthe Audit_

Authorities in August, 1979 with some ob jections to

" which he duly replied and that, an amount of Rs. 600/-

yas recovered from his pay bill for 7/79 towards adjustment-
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of tﬁis L.T;C.‘advahce (vide voucher No. i310, dated
15¢7¢79)s The respondsents have, however, averred in
their written statement that his LeTeCe claim was -
returned by Audit in May, 1980 to which he did not furnish |
any replye. Subéequently he submitted a representation
along with a supplementry bill to the Audit Authorities
in May, 1982. 1In the meanwhile, the applicant was
sanctioned a sscond L.T.C. advance of Rs. 2750/- in
October, 1980. He has pleaded that he had duly submitted
ad justment bill within the bermissiblé periode According -
to the respondents, he failed to submit his final adjustment
bills in respect of both the advances. The Audit -
Authorities issued orders to recovér the,amounﬁs from
his‘pay'uhich were duly commUnicaﬁéd te hime Accordingly,
the amounté_o?‘both the outstanding advances were i
recoverad from his pay bills relating to the period
April, 1981 to September, 1981 paid to him on 1.7.1982.
The respondénts have also stated that the appliéant had
draun a further L.T.C. advance of Rs. 3700/~ on 9.8.1985
against which no adjustment bill has so far been submitted
by hime In his rejoinder, the épplicaqt hes replied
that the entire amount of Rs. 3700/- was -refunded by
| him but the receipt uasjstalen'Prqm his office almirah.
3. " The applicant has based his case on-the letter
dated 12.1e84-(ﬂnpe§ure A, pages 7=-8 of the papsr book)
wuritten by the Headquarters Western CommangiEngiﬁaer
Branch, Simla in which it has bee§ stated that the
ad justment claims in respect of tuo L;T.C. advances were
submitted by the applicant in time and yst the recoﬁeries

wsre made from his pay bill. With regard to the first

advance of Rs« 2295/~ it hes been stated that,"it is not
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understeod hom pay bill prepared on 24.5. 1982 st111
remains to be audited and paid." As regards the secpnd
advance of Rs. 2750/-, it is stated fhat;“even if the
claims were lost in G.E'e.effice duplicate adjustment"“
claims could have been got prepared from-the individuel
and in case the individual was not. in a pesition to procure
R duplicate copies of voucher/receipt, those should have
- ' beenlwaived ‘after satisfying all aspects vide A-1‘179/54.“
"In their reply the responden;s‘have questioned the‘ ' 0
bonafides pf ﬁhe'epplicent in producing a copy of this
| lettervuhich das not addressed to him. According te '
them,'the name of the addressee on this leﬁter has been
e ) o delxberately omitted by the applicant. Howsver, from -
' the copies of the correspondence produced by the respondents,
it is clear that this letter was addressed to the G E.,
\Delhi Cantt. who had also supplied a copy<ofrthe same
to the_epplicant. In his reply to the aforesaid letter of
Western Command Headqpérters dated 14.1.84, the GeEay -
Delhi‘Canttf inhnis letter dated 8.2.84 (Annexure R-G;\
‘page 39 of the paper book) addressed to CeCe, RﬁP. New
. : . Delhi stated that the applicant never subnitted his
o adJustment claim Uhlla he was serv;ng with that Un;t.
The pogition was, howsver, finally clarified by the |
C.E.,.Delhi Zone in his;letter dated 10.8.85 addressed
to Headquarters Western Command, Chandimandir according
to which the appligant had eubmitpad the L.T.C; claim in
ad justment of the. advancs of Rs. 2295/- which.uas sent
to the DCOA, Sud’Uffice, Delhi Cantt. on 22.8.7%. The
6CDA_retunned the claim on 29,8479 raising certain
' observations, The L.T.Ce uwas resubmitted by Ce.E., Red Fort
N ., 3_to A.A.ﬂ.;‘Deihi Centt. on-2.5.1980 with repliee to the
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ohservation but it,uaé agaiﬁ raceived back with
cbgarvation from A.A.8., Delhi Cantt. 6n 30.5»19884
Subsequently, the applicant was transferred from GeZ.,
" Red Fort to s;a. (East) Delhi Cantt. Accordingly, G.E.,
Red Fort sent® / clalm to G.E. (East) Delhi on 28.7.1980 for
furnishing repliss to ths observations raised by DCDA.
Howaver, instead of giving any reply the claim was handed
over to GsEe Red Fort personally by the applicant. 1In
the meantime, he had been further posted to ADGES at
Delhi Cantt. The claim was accordingly sent by C.E.
Red Fort to G.Ee, ADGES, Delhi Cantt. on 25.5.1982 for
furnishing ths requisite ﬁeﬁly/information by the applicant.
It has besn édded that inspits of best ef forts,\the
applicant did not take gare to mest the audit requirements
and suybmit the.claims and as such thas glaims uera;processed
further. Reégarding the second advance of Rs. 2750/~ fop
the block yearé 1978-81 drawn from ADGES, it has bean
statad that the applicant did not submit any adjustment

claim. ‘Thé whole position was summed up by the C.E%, Deihi
Zons by stating that the LTC claims wers not processsd
further for uént of not meeting the audit resquirements

by the applican£ and also hes did not submit the ad justment
claiﬁ égainst the second advance of Rs. 2750/~ which was
duly recovered by the audit authorities frem his pay bills.
4. We have cérefully gone through the records of

the case énd have heard the arguments of the applicant and ths
lsarned éounsel of the respondeqté.. It is evident that

an adjustment bil;'uas suﬁmittéd by the applicant in
August, 1979 agéinSt the first advance of Rs. 22?5/-

drawun in November, 1978. This claim was returned by ths

Audit Authoritiss with soms objections in August, 1979 and
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again in May, 1980. Apparently, these objections remained
unreplied and the original claim appears to have bean
misplaced,on'acépunt of the movement of the papers

resulting from the transfer of the applicant from ons

"office to another office.: The applicant has claimed that

an amount of Rs. 600/~ was recoverad from his pay bill
in 7/79 towards the adjustment of these advances. Tﬁe
rospondents have. lalso not contssted. . this fact in

thelr pleadings. In the meanuwhile, the applicant also

drew a sacond advance of Rs. 2750/- in October, 1980.

Under the L.T.C. rules a sacond advance cannot: be
sanctioned until and unless all previous advances have
been finally adjustede. The applicant has stated that

against the second advance he submitted a minus claim

of Rs. 50/~ but he has not been able to furnish any

specific details in support thersof. Since both the
advances remained unadjusted, these wers recoverad

from his. salary bill in the month of July, 1982. As

| ragards the third advance of Rs, 3700/- drawn in

August, 1985, the applicant has als o not besn able to
show any evidence with regard to tha refund of the
advance. ‘

Se Considering all the facts and circumstances

of the cass we ars faifly}ﬁnVﬁmad that the adjustment
bill in respasct of the first L.TeCo édu;nce of Rs. 2295/~
had besen duly submitted by the applicant and uas‘underﬂ
gxamination. in consultation with the audit authorities.

A recovery of Rs. 600/- against this advance was also
made from his salary in 7/79. The respondents were not,

thersfore, justifisd in méking lump-sum recovery of the
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uhole advance from the pay bills of the appliCant'again
.in ‘July, 1982; chording;y, we direct that the excess
recovery of Rs.:2295/- should be refunded to the applisant

and his claim should be duly finalised in accordance with

the L.T Ce rules within a per;od of one month from the

|
data of communicat;on of a copy of this ordere.

6o ) ‘With regard to the second advance of Rs. 2750/-
drawn® in October, 1980 the applicant ‘has not been able

to furnish any details of adjustment bill of minus Rs. 50/-
claimad to be sybmlttad by hime. Since under tha rules an
ad justment bill is required to be submitted -within one
month of the completion of the return journey, the action
of thafrasponden#s in ragovaring‘ﬁha anount of advance

from his pay biii in 7/82 was in accordance aith the rules
ana cannot be held as irregular. ' On the same Qrounds

the third advance of Rs. 37007- also'atands recoverable
frOm_ﬁhe~agplicant as he has not produced any details

of the jourpeys performed etec. However, we direct that /
tna-applicant.should be givan another apportanity to
submit his detailed claims in respect of these advances
uithln a period of one month from the date of communxcation

of a copy of thls order and tha same should be entertained

"'‘by the rGSpondents and settled in accordance uith tha

Rules as expadltlously as possxble but in no evant 1ater
than tuo months from tha date of raceipt of the claims
from the applicant.

Te o The parties-uili'baar their owun costse.

e ww%m
( MeM, Nathur//é7§ ' ~ ( PeK. Kart@&a')

" Administrative Member . ~ - ‘Vice Chairman



