CENTRAL, ADMINISTRATIVET. TRIBUANL @
b ALLAHABAD BENCH, ALLAHABAD & [@

- o 00w

Original Application No, 279 of 1988

vinaya Kumar e Apppliaaht

il

. versus
Union of India & others =——-—mme—w- Respondents
¢ Hon'ble Mr; Justice U;C, . Srivastava, V;ER,
1% By means of this application the applicant has

p'rayed fo.r quashi ng éthe impugned order dated 31':'?’-‘:84 by which
the [, T.C. claim of the applicant hassbeen rejected and

A ol | . i
the amount haii been order to be recovered fiom the applicant

The applicant was Postal Assistant in the Post & Telegi‘aph
Department in the year 1977, For claiming 1;;:"1‘“_"@:?'_,”_ in the
Yea'r 1978-:1981 he was paid amount of F:Bh. 5000/': as L':T:Ct
advance | He smbmitted his bills for/ 11,5,1982 fo
26.6.82. The grievance of the applicant is that after two

g years without issuing any sbow-cause potice or any opp::rt-
unity the LL'Th C of the applkcant was ':r:ejec:ted and orde}::

‘ merely

of recovery was made Zon the ground that he did not perfo:r:-
m the joi!:.fney by the Charter B2us approved by the Ministry
of Tourism ﬁa.s contained in the Llinisti'y of Fipnance OM
dated._ 3:11?:82: The applicant has challenged the o}:de;: on

the ground that the Memo dated 3:115:92 was not connected

to the applicant and he was not given any opportunity , the
bills of m other peisorﬁ similg}c'ly placed have been a
ssed because the applicant ne-rfo':r:ﬁlgdthe joulrney much before
the cin::ular dated 14‘ “3j 83 on whichm date tle circular
dated 3, 11! 82 was circulated in the Departxnenﬁ The appli-

cant made a representation to the Directo:: of Postal §ervice

vide &aetber datedB’L:'?E/B?hB? without making any inquiry /
: as such 4
or without assighing any reasom m The applicant '5\

L™ c claim jas false and order for the recovexy of a;munt
with panel interest and disciplina::y proceeding u:nc‘ier

rule 14 of C,E.S, (C.E,A mule 1965) w{ere also di'i:ected 1
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to be dinititated ', bt

L

Zf: The 'r‘e,spondents have opposed the applicant's claim

by filing counter affidavit . They have stated that the appli-
"Cd [ - [ L d
cant claim:gf I/, T.,C, advance for 6 family cmembers by
i

Gulab Travel# , 1092-A, Kalyshi Devi , Allahabad . He submitte¢

[

~d.the cash receipt dated 3L5.82 for ps, 6750/~ about fair
for jau}c-ney £rom J aunpu&: to Kaniyakumari for 6 tickets,

The applicant claimed his journey from 1,6,82 to 26,6.82,
while the ce‘rl:.ifica;ts_a issued by Gulab Travels shows {hek—
the _']ou‘rnei! £ rom 101.6.82 to g_s':s?;'az . The applicant's bmwther
Shri K, KLll'ﬂB._J_C' did not perf orm the r juu'rney andthe_applicant
did mot informel the competent authority before or én the y
date of commencement of the jou*rney about this s ingui':r:y:

The applicant stated that the Mpthe'r',"'- wife and o _sister and
' LA : on
two children perfomfghe journey and the applicant was/leave

during the months of June and July} turing the cource ' ¢f the
' Inquiry | * The mother of the applicant stated that ilgonly
she, Dauthef =lrmrlaw and g}cand son aged aboute¢ 6 years had

gone to Kargiaiﬂuna‘ri and that the sister of t he applicant had

with - .. =
not gonexam her, On these grounds the claim of the applicant,

according to the 'reswndents was re_‘jected::

b

35 The applicant prefe}:red the hppeal® against the

ofde‘r dated Qli:"?:,ﬁtl_ which was rejected vide order dated

nnnnn

3i,8/.87 and actiop?% taking desciplinarty p'rmeeding was

i'gcnmended ’ fo;xj submission of appeals claims, and as such
ordar for .recove':y were issued, there is mo ppmvisions for

issuing show-cause mticé,

4‘: _F-mm the facts it is cleair that the applicant did
not perfo'm jou‘mey and ihfohnation of the same was given

to the DePartmenb!: Merely because, the applicant has mot t'::'av?édii'
11;y1r.':hr:l:!:“t‘.«su': B@‘d is mno gf:ound fdr lrej ectiﬁg; ¢he claim of the \ )
applicant, mz:m the action taken by the 'respondents is not

% inconfeamity with law ;.' As the ﬁpplicants has also claimed
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