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Dated; Allahabad tilis the 28th Qay of 2Y.J...y.., 20000

i.yoII/rjr Fact pry Estate, ~hahjahanjJur.

2. Hazr at T/ H.~.II-'+7 54" P-40:J, Belch r~o. T-3 Shift G.

':10 Shabdatt Wo j-Johalln Haddoof Chowki, Shahjahanpur.

3. Abrar Hussain T/SoK.-445cYP-404 Balch Noo T. 3, Shift

G 5/0 r'lasit Ullah, I.li.llage-Bilahri, O;lstrict-Shahjahanpur.

4. Mahd. Ismail T/~K-1197/P-803 Balch No., 7-26 Shift G.
.0

0;;:

:t a Amjad Khan Plahalla Delazaq Near i--olice Lines

Shahj ah anpu r ,

5. Azmat Ali T/SK-8612/P-774 8Ench i~o. T-25, :Jhift u.

~ 0 Wali huha,omad !'iOla.Lla Airnanzai Jalalpur, :Jhc-:flj ah anpur ,

6. f'ldld. Nahi l/STf-7514"P-415 de,ch No. T-3, Shift Li. '2/0

G.'lhotel Fiohalla Sufi Tala P.S. 8arcld3ri, 8arei.lly.

7. Ram Saroop T/~K-T776/P-1i9 Balch No. 116, !:lhitt 0,

.:.v 0 8al Krishna if a Ai manzai Jalalnagar Shahj anpu r ,

8. l"unney 11SK-10180/iJ-406 BEnch No. T-3 Shift-4.

w 0 Chhatej i'lah. Sufi Tala. r-'. S. Baradad, Barei.lly.
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9. MOhd. Azim T/ 51<-4204" P-413 Bench i'J c, T-3, Shi ft G.

E/ 0 Azad All i'lol1. l'ictJman Shah Oral' l<hamba, ::ihahj ahanpur •

••• ApfJlicants .

Counsel for the applicants = Sri K.C. SaxSla

1. U.O.I., through Secretary, Ninistry of Def81ce,

New Delhi.

3. Works f'lanager/Adifu.nisi:.rations, Lab o.rr O.C.F.

Shahjahanj.:>ur.

••• Respondents
.,

';';

CQrns e1. for th e l' esp ond81ts = Sri kni t Sthal ekar

All c;he 9 app.Lic ent s have c one Ufo with the prayer that

respondents be directed to adjust the advance of LTC made to

the eppLl cant s on the subnu s sf on of th eir aoj uatm ent and also

to restrain the respondEflts frem making any recovery f r rm

their salaries of Au"ust, 1997 payable in .:Jq.;tember, 19970

2. As per ap~Jlicants case they were paid advances against

J>~f!R
sanctioned LTC and when they submitted thei.r adju s cmsn t ~

the same were held not correct and the respondent ordered for

recovery of amount paid as LTC advance. The applicant have

come up impugning this acti on of the r esi, ondents.



-
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30 The r eapcrrdsn t s have centested the cas e and filed the

curnt er replyo

4. Heard the learn ed ccune els for ri val cent esting parti as

and p erus ed th e I'eco rd,

5. The learned counsel for the ap, licant has mainly based

his argLlIJents on the decisicn by this Tribunal in OoAor.o.166/94

decided on 28.3.1988 and the same vieu followed in O.A. No.300/95

decided on 26.5.2000. Sri Arnit Sthalekar, learned c cuns el for

respondent conceded Oily to the extent that the facts and the

Lau as was in concern in the ref erred decided cases ~ sLnilar ...:~-'" ~
clirr h-wJ...

~ cont rov ersy in tile present matt er and nis efforts to cmlOt.!:"fl9

~ 1!rfLO:-: ~c;- "ji

in between the present matter and those referred decideo matters 1
n a v e fail ed,

Ve
6. with the above positicn the controversy r enai ma ~ short

I

and I do not hesi tat e in sharing the vi aus of my learned

broth srs as obs crv ad in abover ef err cd O.tI. I~ o, 166/94 and 300/95-(p,.,~~
and the pr cs mt O.A. is also decided in ee-m of f'Lndi n.j s thereino

7. In the light of ab o/ a the r ssp onomt e are directed.

8. To decide within a period of one monch, from the date of

conmunication of this order by the applicantsj as to whether they

want to initiate any disciplinary enquiry against the applicants,
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and if they do, they shall serve charge-sheet on applicant

within this period and ccmplete the enquiry within further

period of 3 months.

Or in the alternati ve.

To settle the claim of the applicants for LTC within

a period of 3 months fran the date of communication of this

order.

IYO order as to c ost ,

IT. JcatU/

.~


