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Hon'ble Justice Shri S,Zaheer Hasan, Vice Chairman, |

Suit No, 138 of 1985 filed by R.D.Arya : %E#

in the court of Nunsif South, Lucknow, has been
+ransferred to this Tribunal under Section 29

of the Administrative Tribunals Act, 19835.

Applicant R,D,Arya was posted as District

Savings Officer, Ghazipur. In April 1975 he was

transferred to Etawah. DBefare he could handover

charge he was suspended on 11.5,1975 and transferred to

Allahabad,
151291978 ¢

On transfer he joined at Kénpur on

On 3.8.,1979 he was transferred to

Lucknow on request.

He cleims Rs. 1,787.76 in

connection with his expenditure over medical

treatment.

He further claims Rs. 4,464.95 in

connection with his various T.A.Bills.

In this

way the total claim comes to Hs. ket T4

The applicant submitted three medical
claim
re—imbursement/bills for Rs. 1,429.00 during
ke
the month of May, 1979 for treatment recelved

between January and March 1979, It is admitted

that these three bills were submitted but they
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are notstraceable. The postal authormtiagiéiﬁJ

contacted, since these bills were sent thrauciﬁ*f

- "._ 4"‘- 2
TP

registered post, and they replied that the
relevant records of 1979 have been weeced out.
In January 1984 the applicant submitted duplicate
bopies of four medical bills amounting to

Rs. 1,787.78 in which the three claims referred
to above were included, The applicant's contenticn
is that the original of the fourth bill was already

submitted. The contention of the respondents 1is

that the duplicate claims are not supported by
essentiality certificate, cash memo, precriptions
etc,, so the bills could not be passed, The
applicant is not et fault because those three original
bills are not traceable. The relevant record in

the postal department has been weeded out. At

this stage it is not p0551ble for the applicant to
furnish copies of thcse prescriptions, cash memos

and essentiality certificate. So, the authorities
are directed to pass these three duplicate bills
without insisting on submission of essentiality
certificate, c-sh memo etc. Instead thereof the
amount should be paid to the applicant 1f he gives

in writing that the claimsin respect of these three
bills are cenuine and he has not received any payment
in respect of these bills, So far as the fourth
bill is concerned, if the original is not traceeble,
payment be made in respect of this bill also

without insisting on submission of cash memo,

essentiality certificate etc, after obtaining
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s genuine end he has not received any paymph$, ‘

a declaration from the appllcant that ﬁhm&u

this regard.

sihe pill amounting to Hse. 872,70 in canﬁﬁﬁ;'i 1;1
tion with applicant1s transfer from Ghazipur*xg_ I-:;‘
Allahabad in June 1975 cnuld not ke passe& ' ﬂﬂ*
because the applicant has not clalmed T.A. from '.=%
Ghazipur to Allahabad but from Ghazipur to Lucknow
and from Lucknow tO Allahabad. The applicant
should furnish a fresh claim in connection with
his transfer from Ghazipur to Allahabad by {
shortest route giving names, age and relationship
of the family menbers who undertook tne pﬁ;&ﬁézz‘
journey on fﬁe ;fo;esaid occasion., It would be
too much to insisti}urniShing.nuﬁbers of lst Class

— -

" A :

tic etsﬁ_ Applicant’s claim of T.A. via Lucknow
-7,

cannot be ~llowed because he has # ignored the

shortest route which he should have taken on

transfer from Ghazipur to Allahabad.

The applicant was transferred from Lucknow
o Kanpur in December 1978 and for thet his T
Bi%} for Rs. 339.95 has already been pald to him in
the year 1979,

The applicant has claimed T.A, for journey
from Allahabed tO Ghazipur and pack undertaken
between 18,7.1975 and 31.7.1975 tfor handing over'
charge at Ghazipur to his successSOr consequent

on applibant's suspension with Headgquarters at
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by the Juthorities concerned.

Allahabad. For this applicant's clﬂim**}
for some correction. He should submit t;fﬁﬁ.ffgl
again for payment and if the same 18 feumd

and according te rules, +the payment should be I

The applicant héas further.claimadfﬁﬂﬂgJ
for journey from Allahabad to Ghazipur and_baak :
undertaken fron 7.9.1975 O 9.9.,1975 and-frﬂmﬂ ” -%
26,9.,1975 to 28,9.1975 to attend court proceedings |
filed against the applicant in a case under
Sections 399/402 I.P.C.(preparaticn/aasembly to | ;
rompitudacoitys )i SR 19.2.1976 the claim in this
respect was rejected. Applicant's claim for i
Rs. 2,452.80 xx 1in connection with the aforesaid
journeys 1s not admissible because he vlslted %
chazipur for ~+tending court 1in order to defend
nimself in the aforesaid criﬁinal case in his
privete capa city. According to M/F's O.M, No, S
(13) E-IV-39 dated 20.7.1960, no T.A, is admis-

sible to a Government servant far attending
court proceedings not connectec w1ththe of ficial
duties or pesition of the Government servant.
Similerly his cleim for the journeys to Ghazipur |
criminal case : i
nade in connection with the aforesaid/during the |
months of September +o November, l97é:%%annut be

allowed.

1t was contended by jearned counsel for

the applicant that in the normal course the

m———
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applicant should have been permitted tp stay at
Ghazipur @nd as such it would have been very easy

for him tO defend himself in +the criminel case, but
without his consent he was transferred to Al)lahabad.
There was a Cast under Saction5399/402 T+ BeGq against'
the applicant at Ghazipur., He was suspended and
according tO the respondents nhe was moved to Allahabzad
after suspension in public interest. In Rule 10(%)
e nelarE SR (C.ETAT)RulesTLUS ward used is "mormally",
which means that in public interest the applicant
could be shifted to Allahabad when he was suspended.,
As such, the applicant cannot claim T.A, for journeys
performed to Ghazipur and back in connection with

the hearing of the criminal case.

From Kanpur toO Lucknow the applicant was
transferrec on request. So, he cannot get any T.A.

in that connection,

The applicant submitted in July 1983 duplicate
copies of three T.A., biills for March, April, May, June
and August, 1979 amounting to Rs. 140/~, Rs. 403,90
and Bs. 235.10 respectively. The original T.A/Dbills
in respect of these amounts are not traceable 1n
the of fice, SO duplicate:bills were submitted by
the applicant. 1t is not known when the original
bills were submitted. So, the authorities are directed
to scrutinise the duplicate billsi and pass the sameé
if they are in order icnoring the fact that the

duplicate bills were submitted beyond one ycar.
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directlons made abbvg}'

the applicant

bear their own costse

W Vice W

\
July2 W ,1987.
R.Pr

S

as directed above. '?aﬁﬁﬁﬁjiﬁlf;m:




