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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TaIBUNAL
ALLAHABAD BENCH
AL LAHABAD

Bpen Court

Allahabad this the 28th Day of July, 2000,

Hon'ble fire SeKele Nagui, Jells

Opiginal Application No, 1033 of 1997

Lachchoomal T/ $.K.~10525660~P3% s ¥ o Durgs Frasad

% oll/ Y I Factory Estate, Shahjahanpur,

Hazrat T/HeS5,11-4754/P=403, Bench Noe. T=3 5hift Ge

$ o Shabdatt & o Mohalla Haddoof Chowki, Shahjahanpur.

Abrar Hussain T/ScKe~4458 P~404 Bench No, T. 3, Shift

G 5/ 0 Masit Ullah, Wllage-Bilahri, Oistrict-Shahjahanpurs

Mohd, Ismail T/3K~1197/PF=-803 Bench No, 7=26 Shift G,
¥ o Amjad Khan Mohalla Uelazaq Near Palice Lines

Shahjahanpure

Azmat Ali T/ S5K-8612/P=774 Bench o, T=25, Shift u,

¥ 0 Wali FMohanmad lohaila Aimanzai Jalalpur, Shehjahanpur.

Mohd, Nabi T/ SK=7514/P=415 Sench No, T=3, Shift G, % o

Chhotey lohalla sufi Tola Be5, Oaradari, HBareilly.

Ram Saroop T/ SK=7776/P=1%9 Bench No. 116, Shift B,

§/ o Bal Krishna ¥ o Aimanzai Jalalnagar Shahjanpur.

Munney T/ 5K-10180/ P-406 Bench No, T=3 5hift-4.

§ o Chhotey Mah, Sufi Tola. P, 3, Saradari, Bareilly.
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9. Mohde Azim T/ SK=4204/P=413 Bench No, T=3, Shift U,
¥ o Azad Ali Moh,. fohman Shah Char Khamba, Shahjahanpure
ess Applicants
Counsel far the applicants = 5ri K.C, Saxena

VERSUS

T UelU,Il.y through Secretary, Ministry of Uefence,

Ney Oelhi.
22 Geley BuCoF. Shahjahanpur.

S5 Works Manager/ Administrations, Labour 0,C.F,
Shahjahanpur,
ese Respondents
Coinsel for the respondents = Sri Amit Sthal ekar

(By Hon'ble firs SeKels Nagui, Jelts)

All the 9 applicents have come up with the prayer that
responcents be directed to adjust the advance of LTC made to
the applicants on the submission of thelr adjustment and also
to restrain the respondeits fron making any recovery from

their salaries of Au_ust, 1997 payable in Sestember, 1597,

2, As per applicants case they were peid advances against
sanctioned LTC and when they submitted their adjustment base
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 action of the respondents,
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3e The respondents have contested the case and filed the

cainter replye

4o Heard the learned coaunsels for rival contesting parties

and perused the record.

5 The learned counsel for the apj licant has mainly based

his arguments on the decision by this Tribunal in 0. A, No,166/94
decided on 2843,1968 and the same vieu fallowed in O,A. No,304/95
decided on 26,5.,2000, Sri Amit Sthalekar, learned cainsel for
respondent conceded only te the extent that the facts and the

lay as was in concern in the ref erred decided cases}l;a‘.’é similar ¢
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k@ controversy in the present matter and his efforts todéé&ﬁesbiﬂg

& xfled Gocnnts

in between the present matter and those referred decided mattersl(

have failed,
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6. with the above pOSJ.tJ..m,tne controversy remnaims fl-&\aﬁn shaort
and I do not hesitate in sharing the viess of my 1earned
brothers as observed in above referred U.As o, 166/94 and 304/95

e

and the presemt U,A, is also decided in #ztn of findings thereino
7 In the light of above the respondents are directed.

Be To decide within a period of one month, from the date of
commurication of this order by the applicants, 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 complete the enquiry within further
period of 3 months,

Or in the alternative,

To settle the claim of the applicants for LTC within
a period of 3 months from the date of communication of this
order,

No order as to cost,

Member (3J)

/T. Joshi/



