
OPEN COURT

CEl'i7RAL AD1\'INISTRATIVE TRI BU~['L.L
ALLAHABAD BENCH

ALLAHABAD.

Allahabad this the 08th day of Narch 2001.

Original Application no. 1072 of 1998.

Hon I bie Hr. S. Dayal. Administrative Hember

Baij Nath Sharma. C.H.D. T. No. 1316.
sio Late Shri Jaduvlr Sharma.
Rio 345. Chak Raghunath. Naini Bazar.
Naini. Allahabad.

••• Applicant
(

CiA Sri Rakesh Verma

Versus

1. union of India through the Secretary.
Ministry of Defence.
NEW DELHI.

2. The Commandant.
Central Ordnance Depot.
Chheoki. Naini.
ALLAHA.BAD.

••• Respondents

CIRs Sri S.C. Mishra

o R D E R (oral)

'\Hon'ble .Mr. S. Dayal. Hember-A.

This OA has been filed for a direction to the

~espondents to clear the final LTC bill of the applicant

••• 2/-
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for tne block year 1994-97 and to pay the amount of bill
after adjusting the LTC advance already paid. A direction
has also been sought to the respondent nOL to make further
recovery from the salary of the applicant against LTC
c~aim @ ~.1.000/- per month.

2. The facts as narrated by the applicant are that
the applicant applied for LTC from Allahabad to Kanyakumari
and obtained LTC advance of~. 12.900/-. He travelled

to Kanyakumari between 08.10.94 to 21.12.94 and submitted
his LTC bill in Nov~~ber 1994. The journey was ~eformed
by a bus owned and controlled by the U.P. Govt. and the
agency was recognised under the rules. It is claimed
that the bill of the applicant was lost while it was being
~ocessed by the respondents. It is also claimed that
one Shri Bhikari Singh. working as Office Supdt ••

c::

Shri G.N. pandey. working as UDC and shri Bhagwan Din.
working as Painter was performing journey by the same bus
fo~ the same destination during the same Period but their
bills have been cleared while the bill of the petitioner
has been withheld •• The ap~licant submitted a re~esentation
dated 23.05.95 and followed by re~esentations dated
29.05.98 and 20.06.98. but none of these re~esentations

by
were disposed ofLthe respondents.

3. Arguments of sri R. Verma for the applicant

\:nd Shri S.C. Mishra for the respondents have been heard •

.. .3/-
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4. The resfOndents nave denied the claim of the

applicant and have stated that ~he applicant drew LTC

advance of zs, 12"900/- for himself and for his family

for visiting Kanyakumari on 09.09.1994 and showed the

planned period of journey from 08.10.1994 to 21.10.1994t..-
It is stated that the applicant failed to purchase~ t.h e jour-

ney tickets within 10 days and did not submit his final

bill within 30 days for the date of completion of inward~
to

journey. 'l'he respondents have filed annexureLsCA as

annexure CA-1" in which the app.lLcant, had claimed that

he had submitted his claim on 19.11.94, but he was intimated

t.hat; nLs amount of advance v/ill be deducted from his salary

and he prayed that he should be granted instalrnents.

The respondents have granted 4 instalments for the purpose

of recovery on 08.09.98. The responaents have ordered
of to him

for return ~he claim of the applicantL which was not found

acceptabl<e •

5. I find that the epp.lLcant; had filed tr.e

application after giving letter dated 08.09.98 to tne

respondents in which he had himself pr ayed for instalments

for making recovery of LTCadvance from him. The allegation

of the applicant that the bill was lost has been denied

by the respondents in para 11 and 16 of their CA and they

have referred to the app.lLcet.Lon dated 08.09.98 of the

applicant which

~nnexure ~-l.

was produced alon~with Supple C.A. as
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6. The applicant in his affidavit has stated

that the said letter dated 08.09.1998 was obtained from
Jv-

him under duress. However. I find that no ?f,eference
~ tf-.L ~-~ ~

was madeAo£ this letter in the OA and tne only inference

can be that the 'applicant did not come clean with the

facts in his initial claim in the O.A. I. therefore.

dismiss this O.A. as the applicant bas filed the OA

without stating the-true facts. The O.A. is dismissed

dccordingly. No order as to costs.

l-iember-A

~/pcl


