THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL ALLAHABAD BEMNCH
ALLAHABAD

Original Application No, 288 of 1993

Bhala Neth Oubey ooe Applicant
versus

Urdon of India and others SO Respondents
*

HON'BLE MR MAHARAJDIN, MEMBER-D

The epplicant has'auught the relief for guashing
the impugned order of deduction passed by respondent No.4
(Annexure A=1) praylng for issuing dirsction to the respondents
to make payment of irterest on the delayed payment of retiral .

benefits and refund the unauthorised deducticn of L,T.C.

advance and C,S,R, from gratuity.

The applicant was serving as Sub Post Master Kannauj
and he retirad on superanuation on 31-07-89 whereas the retiral
benefits wére peid to the spplicart on 07-12-83, Thus five
months delay in payment of retiral benafits was coused, It
is stated that recovery of Rs.4 97132=40 paise wes made from ths
gratulty on sccount of L.T.C, edvence availed in the year 1962
and penal interest wpto thi date of retirement auuunt.i.‘ng to
R8,3,302=90 paiee, cycle advance R8.157=00, festiyel advance
Re,160=00 and C,5,R, Re,1,112=00, 1:ha applicent made repre-
dentation against the deductions made from gratuity which was
rejected (Annexure A-2), A lumpsum emount of Rs.4,732=40 p,
wa¢ deducted fram the gratuity (Annexure A<4), 0On 01-02-93

the applicant received an endorsement copy of letter addressed
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to Post Master Fatehgarh opdering of deducticon of

Re.700/= from the applicant's monthly pension (Annexure A-1).

The respondents filed Counter Affidavit and
:.'asiat.ad the claim of the applicent interalia on the
ground that L.T.C. advance of R8,2,839=00 was sanctioned
to the applinaﬁt: vide applicetion dated 29-05-82, but when
he submitted L,T.C, claim for Re.2,596=45 it wes noticed
that at many places in L.T,C, bill he claimed road milege
which was not admissible and had te be deducted fram the
L.7T.C. bill, The applicant wes granted L.T.C, adpance
to travel by I Cless Railway ticket but his family members
actually travelled in II Class, Accordingly hie L.T.C.
bill was passed for 33;1,159.*-:50 only, Thus the applicant
did not utilize the advance for Jjustiried purpma;'lmnediataly
after campletion of retyrn J ourney P 'ﬁm epplicant did ngt
credit surplus smount of L.T.C. advance which is mis-use
of Govermment money and the epplicant was liable to pay
interest therecn. A sum of Re,400/~ was paid to the applicent
as the amount of cycle advance in the ﬁtnnt.h of March 1988
out of which Rs.157=50 was outstending which was credited
by. the applicant on 07-12-89, The festival advence of
Raﬂﬂﬂ:ﬂﬂ was paid to the applicant in January 1989 ,ocut
of which Rs.160=00 remeained outstanding on the date of his
retirement, hence it was credited by the retiree on.17-12-89.
The Brarch Manager, U.P.Pnat_.al Co-operstive Society Kanpur
intinatﬁd recovery of i:upuna 8ix thousand one hundred twelve

of C.S.R. ageinst the applicant.Out of above cited dues a
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sum of Rs,1,112=00 was received by the gpplicant and
credited tc Co-operative Society Kanpur. The C.S.A.
2 | |
recovery for a sum.of Hs.5,000/= remeined still out-
standing againet the applicant which was recovered from

0,A.R. of the pensioner -at the rate of Rs,700/~ per
month, It is stated that the recovery had not been Y

made from the amount of pension, but it has been made

trom D,A.R.. The provieional pension wes already issued

vide letter dated 20-07-89 but the applicent declined to

receive the payment, The delay in payment of D,C.R,G.

occurred on the part of the applicent, It is stated that

all the dues mentioned inm para 15 of the Counter Rgply
were recoversble from the applicsnt at the time of hia

retirement, hence the recoveries were ordered from the

amount of D,C,R.G, of the applicant, For the payment

of provisional pension as well as amount of 0,C.R.G.

order had already been issued on 20-07-89, but the applicant
-

£t criund
declined to u}dﬂe the payment of D.C.R.G,.

I have heard the }earned counsel tor the parties

and perused the record.

S T

The applicant in Rgjoinder Affidavit has said

that the entire route of Saraimiran toc Kanya Kumary was
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not connected through rail , hence the Jjourney was
performed by road upto Kanya Kumand. The applicant ywas
")
'F(LLLE.»EQ_(}Q‘,.

entitled to avail (,7,C, and&h-eﬁvei:ﬁ by I Class railway
\

ticket, but as he performed the jugrney in II Cless and
partly by Bus , so L.T.C..;djustmant bill was accordingly
claimed for Ra.z,ﬁgéﬁﬂﬂ. The applicant has asserted that
he has not claimed the I Class railway fare ss alleged by
the respondents, The agpplicant has taken L,T.C. advance
in the year 1982 and he submitted the bill for adjustment
in the same year within the prescribna limit pbut the seaid
L.TeC. adjustment bill was kept pending tor =bout seven
years till the date or retiremert of the gpplicant, The

respondents imposed interest on unytilized amount aof L.T.C.

advence, It is not disputed that L.T.C, adjustment bill
was submitted in time, so the applicant was not at feult *
and a8 such he wes not lisble to pay any interest. It there
o fle poll*
was any clisn:rapancy’wtha same should have been pointed out
to the applicent well in time and asked him to deposit the
money. The applicant was not allowed to claim the fare
spent on road journey. The road journey performed in vehicle

operated by Tourist Davelopment Corporationin Public Sector,

State Transport [:nrpnratiun and Transport service run by
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other Govermment or locel bady are .admissible under the

rules, The respondents shaoyld have checked the L,T,G.

adjustment bill in this perspective, Similarly if the

journey was not pertormed by I Class and the journey was

perfomed in II Class, the applicant should have baen
e

gluﬁw{d'

gi-tnter:f{,ta make adjustment of L,T.C., advances to the extent

of actual expenses made by him in perfomming the journies, .

Thus the respondents should have checked the edjustment

bill submitted by the epplicant in thisperspectiva,

The epplicent edmittedly received Rs,40Q/-
towards cycle edvance and Rs.{157=50 paise including
interest was outstanding vhich was rightly credited by
the raapondgnts and the aspplicent has also not disputed
this fact in his Ruj alnder erid.avit. Similerly out
of Rs,.400/~ taken ss f‘aatiue;l advance, Rs,160/= was

outstanding and the same were rightly credited,

There was a recovery of C,S.R. egainat the
epplicant to which the applicant has déniad.]‘hn respondeants
have illegally ordsred for recdvery of the said amount in
inabalm;mt u‘f Rs,700/~ per month trom the amount of pension
of the retiree, The amount of the pension cannot be cut

towards any recovery unless the applicant himself had given
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consent., It is stated by thae respondents that the
deductions from the amount of D.A,R, of penaion has
bean ordered to be made which is also illegal as D,A,.R.
| 4,,.,;,,,{1“
cannot be deteched /on the amcunt of pension, Thus the
order for deduction of C,5,R, is illegal and ths same is
liable to be set asida, The applicant has claimed interest
on the delayed payment of 0,C,R,G. for five months, 1
agree with the reply of t.ht; respondents tﬁat the delay
was not caused on thelr part because it was caused due

to pralong enguiries from ths railway authorities as.

well as postal authorities,

In view of the discussions made sboye t he

application of the applicant is partly allowed and the

order passed by respondent No,4 (Annexure A-1) is hereby
guashed and the respondents are restrained from making
any daﬁur:tinn‘ from the monthly pension of the applicant;
The respondents ave, haouwsver, directed to re-check the

L.T.C. adjustment bill in the light of observations made

above and if eny excess amount is deducted from the D.C.R.G.

of the applicant, the same be refunded within a period of

three months from the date of cammunmication of this order,
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