
CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

PRINCIPAL BENCH, NEW DELHI

OA No,1562/G7 Date; 18.09.1992

OA No=1902/87

S.C. ANAND APPLICANT

VERSUS

UNION OF INDIA & OTHERS .RESPONDENTS.

Applicant in person,

Sli r i H. L . Ve i*- in a, c ouiis e 1 f o r t 'n e r- e s poncl e n t s,

CORAN:

JUSTICE SH- RAM PAL SINGH. VICE CHAIRHAN (J)

-'IRI I.K. RASGOTRA. ADMINISTRATIVE MEMBER c

ORAL JUDGEMENT

Both the OAs filed by Shri S.C.

An and., Deputy Director (Inspection) D,G. S S

D are finally heard. The petitioner was

involved in sojrie di sci pi i-nary proceedings when

posted in Bombay and had to come to Delhi for

contd....
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inspection of docunienis at; well as to attend

to enquiry proceedings. In OA 1562/87, the

relief prayed for by the applicant is that

rf:s{'on(i cs be directed to pay hlas the TA

claiin for warc'i-Apri 1 , 1.986 less advance
(

aiiiount of Rs 2000/- paid to hifii for

undertaking the journey to Delhi,, wh'ile the

prayer in the OA 1902/B7 is that respondents

be directed to pay the TA claims due to him

for the month of April . Hav, June, 1986.

Regarding the first c'laira of the

petitioner iii OA 1552/87, it is his case that

his tour' programme to Delhi was approved by

the Competent Authority as the toui- had to be

undertaken in accordance with the direction of

the Enquiry Officer to inspect the documents

along with the presenting officer. He came to

Delhi, but, t:ie documents could not be

inspected as 3hri Krishnamurthy, who was

appointed as the Presenting Officci- was not

available. He therefore, wrote a letter to

the Disciplinary Authoi'ity informing him of

the position and went back to his Headquarter

at Bombay. ot
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In their atucnded counter affidavit,

1 i1sd on 3rd June, 1988, the respondsnts havo

not disputed the petitioner's claim that he

cams to Delhi to inspect Lhc documents as is

obviou'^ froiii par-i 4,5, Thay have stated "that

the [inquiry Off ice:" has evidently a1 lowed tha

inspection of documents to the Cliar^cd Officer

under Sub-rule 2 of Rule 14 ibid..,." The

learned counscl for the respoiidents also

rcfoiM"cd us to suppl etnentarv r'ule 1^'5 FRSR

Part IT (Travel! ing Allowances), T!ie relevant

part of the said rule stipulates that

"it is tha duty cf Control!ino Officer

beToi'e Sifjninq or counter-'signing the

Travelling A11 owance bill to scI'utir'ise

the rsecessit';,^freuucncy and duration of

journeys and halts for which Travelling

A1'owance is claimed and to apprerv:;

only that part wfiich is considered to

be necessary."

Our attention was also drawn by to

Government o''' Tndi-rs instructions No.2 under

SR 153--A., according to which officers who are

not under suspension at the time oP

a
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undertakino the journey, the period spent in

transit to and fi-o and the tiiinitnum period of

stay required at the place where official

recoi'do arc iiif^de available for perusal , i'^ to

be treated as dut>^leave or as the case may 2 '̂
be. The respondents have not disputed that

\

the applicant had come to Delhi in accordaiice

with iiis tour programme whic:h vjas duly

approved by the competent authority nor ir.

bonafide purpose of the tour in question. The

fact that . Ihey advanced him Rs.?00@ to

undertake Lhe journev further subctant 1atejC

ti'iat the officer was on duty when he came to

Delhi As far as the clain of the petitioner

in this OA is concerned, we are inclined to

a 11 0w h i s c1 a i m. Acc o r d i n91 y,, w>•: in ake t hie

followiny direction.

Tl'ie petition shall file his clriim' witt;

the respondenhs for TA/OA for his journey from

Bombay to Delhi and back and halt at Delhi

duly substant iaLihw wltli requisite information

that the period of his halt for which DA is
/

claimed in Delhi was. absolLitely essential.

conl, d. .
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weeks from the date of

communitai; !un o'^ this ordei\ Thy Controlling

Authority shall consider the claitii of the

spolicant and pass necessary orders in

dscordance with S=R. 195 indicating the

period of halt approved and a1-lowing the

payment for the amount due to the petitioner,,

The respondents shall further ensure that the

payment due t.o the petitioner after ,-idlusting

the advance is iiiade to him with utmost speed,

preferably within four weeks from the date.
V

the claim is submitted by the petitioner

OA 1902/87

The c1ai ;n of the peti tioner agi tated

in the above OA is also ba-sed on similar

circumstances at discussed in OA 1562/87. He

was directed to come to Deliii for attending

the enquiry but no specifi-c date was fixed by

the Enquiry Officer, The petitioner says that

even atter speaking on the telephone to the

relevant authority, he was not given a

specific date and in that circumstances, he

contd..
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undertook the 'jotiiTiey to cotne to Delhi « After

he- reached Delhi;, the Enquiry OPfirer passed

an 0rder on 71h May. 1986 a11owi ng hi m

I

inspection of i lie record^, and 'docuincnts which

is further established by another letter of

15th May, l'-"!86„ issued to him by Shrl

' Krishnamurthv. the Present-mq Officer. In
1

this case, since no definiie date wai- Qiven to

hitn by the Enquiry Officer, he could not

obLdin orior apnrov.sl of his tour perfoi'inance

by the Coinpetent Authority. However^ after

speaking to PA to the Enquiry" Officer, he

informed the Director of Inspection ( Bonibsv- )

that he wai, proceeding to Delhi as per tour

prograwttie already put up, In view of thp fact

that enquiry is to be held in accordance with

the earlier order of the enquiry officer

^ o.-<s'5e!j on 17-1 986. Since the journcv from
Bombay to Delhi and back and t,he hah; at Delhi

were undertaken to attend the enquiry, trie

claim of the aoplicant is required to be dealt

contu ,
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with in the <;ainc wanner as detailed in our

directions: regarding his claim in OA

Mo.1562/87.

Both ths OAs thus., stand finally

disposed of in the terms noted above. No

costs.

( LK. Rasyopa )
Membei" (A)/

( Ram Pal 3in4h )

v 1c c Ci!'31 rill dr]J /
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