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- IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
NEW DELHI
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O.A. No. 1445/90

T.A. No. 199

DATE OF DECISION 25.1.1991,

Shri K.lL, Sawhney & Another Peoiiser Applicants

In person, . Advsate fux i REdHoarxyfonlicant
Union of Indis through th

nion of India throug e Respondent

ik Ny .

Smt, Raj Kumari Chopra Advocate for the Respondent(s)

CORAM

_The Hon’ble Mr. P.K, Kartha, Vice-Chairman (Judl,)
Theﬁon’ble Mr. D.K. Chakravorty, Administrative I"I-ember.

- Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the Judgement ? (;Lw
To be referred to the Reporter or not 7 W
Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgement ?/
Whether it needs to be circulated to other Benches of the Tribunal ¢ /

BN -

(Judgement of the Bench delivered by Hon'ble
Mr, D.K, Chakravorty, Member)

The tuo applicants before us are aggrieved on

?( account of non-payment of daily allowance for one day,
conveyance charges from their respective residenceg to

New Delhi Railway Station and from Sscunderabad Rai lway

cancellation charges of railuay tickets,
Station to their place of duty and vice versa,’/znd 2/

honorari um in connection with their tour to Hyder abad
for training regarding computerisation of financial

accounts, They are working as Accountants in the

y Ministry o Health & Family Welfare, The first applicant
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has claimed a sum of Rs,530/-, whils the sacond
applicant has claimed a sum of Rs,550/-~ on account

of the above msntioned claims,

2. Af ter going through the records of ths case

and hearing the applicants in psrson and the learnsd
coqnsel for the respondents, ue falt ;t tﬁe vary cutsat
that this is a matter which should have bsen sattled

by the respondents themsalves instead of forcing a

decision from the Tribunal,

3, According to the respondsnts, the training
PTogramma Qas held at two stages, The first stags

vas from 13,5.1%87 to 19,5.,1987 for Accounts Off icers, .
Accountants, Store Superintendents, UBCs, etc,, at

Hyder ab ad ana the second for Deputy Assistant Directors
General in chargme of the Government Medical ?tore

Depots and the Dapot Managers from 21,5,1987 to 22,5,1987,
The tuo applicants before us had to return to Delhi along
with all other trainsss wuhile four others who had besen
detailad to proceed to Madras to maka/arrangemants there,

proceeded to that city,

4, The applicants state that they were not paid

%L//aaily allowance for ons day, cenveyance charges claimad
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by them, aﬁd honora;ium; Their grieVance is that
conuoyancaécharges and honoerarium usre given to four
other partfcipants, bu£ they were signled out for
discriminaéery treatmént.
5. The case of the‘respondents is that the applicants
Qare only téainee-pargiCipants and they had not performed
any work, j&sti?jing thelﬁonnrariQm. They uere also not
called uponito under@aka any axtra work justifying
paymant of éonorarium. As regards the non-paymant of
conueyancc,%llouancs to the applicants, they have stated
that the ragas of per diem allowsd by the W.H,D0. (which
Was sponsoriLg the training progr%mme) werae Rs, 75/~ for

local participants, and Rs,130/- for non-local participante,

Thess are higher‘than the Central Government rates and

50 per cent of the daily allewancas, i,e., Rs,75/- per
day takes care of journey expanses, Accordingly,‘tha

applicants ue?e paid a sum of Rs,300/- touards conveyance

charges, -
6 The applicants alse ars claziming a sum of
Rs,15/= which @hey had te spend on accoﬁnt of refund

of the railuay’ tickets from Neu Delhi to Madras The
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learnad counssl for the respondsnts stated that on
further consideration, the respondents would be

willing to make good this amount to the applicants,

7 We have carefully gone through the racords of

the case and have considered the rival contentions,

The respondents have explained the reason why the
appliqants vwere not given ﬁhe honor arium and conveyance
charges Elaimed by them. As regards honorarium, We are
inclined to agres with the contantioﬁ of the respondents
that the applicants would not be entitled to the sams

in the absence of any evidence to substantiate the
‘claim that they had been entrusfed with additional
duties and responsibilities in connection with the

organiéation of the training programme, WWith regard

to the claim for conveyance allowance, while it is true

| half of
that the applicants were given 9.As of %,150/= ger day, /

9

which was intsnded to covar the journey sxpensss, three

' smsparate -
collesques of theirs had besn paid/conveyance chargas

amounting to Rs.BU, 86 and 90 respect;%;ly,as mentioned
in para.é.é of ths applicaticn, The fourth participant
mantioned above, did not claim conveyance charges as ha
was providsd with a Government vehicle at his disposal,

The respondents haye not disputed the fact of -having

mgde these payments to the thres coclleagues of the

ooocnsco’
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applicants, In case, the three collsaques of ths
applicants vere also given per diem as oer W,H,G,
rules, one-half of which takes care of the journey
expensss, like the applicants, payment of conveyanca
charges to them over and abave such payment, would
amount te hostile discriminétion. There is no satis-
factory explanation in this regard in tha counter-
affidavit,
8. With regard to the claim for daily allowance for
11.5,1987, the rsspondents have stated that ths epplicants
wsre paid for 9 days' absence from the Headquarters From‘
8.,5,1987 to 17.,5.1987, in accordanca with the rules,
This is being contestad by the applicants, According to
them, daily allowance is paysble for 11.5. 1987 as their
total absence from the Headguarters was for 10 days from
P S.5,1987 te 18,5,1987,

9.. During-the arguments, the applicantsg stated that
they lsft Delhi for Hyderabad on 9th May at 2,00 p,m,

and that they rsached Dalhj on return from Hydergabad

teur at 7,30 A.M. on 18th May, 1987, They further atatad

that the train to Andhrg Pradesh was augilahle only for

four days in a Week during the relevant period and that

they had to lmave on thae 9th May so as to Teach Hydaraghad
in time for attending the training en 12th May, 1587

SL// We se® no merit in this contention as the number of daye
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for which daily allowance is admissible has besn
correctly calculated and paid to the applicant under
th= tules applicable @o Central Governmant servants,
10, : Iﬁ the light of the foregoing discussien, the
application is partly allowed to'the exteant indicated
below:-

(i) The applicants should be paid Rs,15/- towards
cancellgation chafges for railway tickets from
New DOelhi to Madras,

{(ii) The applicants would be entitled to convsyance
allowance claimed by them, in case S5/Shri
Ch;ndsr Mohan, P.B. Prasad, and Anil Kumar,
the other participanfs at the training in
Hyderabad, had baen paid the conveyancs charges
in addition to the dally allowance nayable to
the participants, 50% of which was intended
to take care of the journay expensas,

(iii) The r=spondents shall ceomply uith the above
dirsctions within ; period of one month
from the date of receipt of this order,

(iv) The applicants are not entitled te paymant
of honerarium, or daily asllowance fer
11.5.,1987 at the ratae of Rs.1ﬁ0/- sach,
és claimed by them,

(v) Thers will be no order as te costs,

.
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(D. K. Chakravorty (P. K, Kart&%)\ |
Administrative Member Vice-Chairman{Judl, }



