
NOTES IJF THE REGISTRY ORDERS OF THE TRIBUNAL 

Hea rd Shri M.P .3 •ay, 	learnel counsel 
for the applicants in thth the cases and Shri 

< 	ayak, 	learned Addl .Standing 0ounspj. 	and 
Shri 5.Behera, 	learned Mdl .Standing apoesring 
in C.A.N05, 521/2000 and 522/2000, 	respectively 
on behalf of the Respondents, separately. 

Since the prayers rna2e by JYsth the 
:prlicants 	are 	identical, 	these two Q.A.s are ------ 

betng disposed of thrc.ugh this common order. 

Both the applicants applied for L.T.C. 
a.Jvance in November, 	1998, 	for the Block Year 
1994-97, 	period of availment of whjh WOS 

':rndryi 	by one yeu . Their 	9ricvjnr'e 	I 	that 
under the Rules 	they are entitled to get 90% 

Of 	total costc of to and fro journey towards 

L .T .0. advance. But they were allowed only 45% 

ci the estimated cost to purchase tickets for 

thn outward journey intimating them that 	-ifter 
proiuction of the outward 	ticket, 	the bcul cince 
45 	wc•uld, 	be roless(d in their 	favour for 

purchasina ticKets in respect of return journey. 

IThe applicants have stated that under the rules, 

they are entitled to 90% of the advance and 

this has been unfairly denied. They have also 

stated that the Chief Post Master General hs 

been sanctioning 901 of the estimated costs 

of f.T.C. as advance in respect of employees 

woiking in his office and the other employees 

in the Circle are also being given the advance 

upto 900. But they have been unfairly 

discriminated against. It is further suT]iiitted 

by the learned counsel for the petitioners 

that after iii the of the Original Applications 

p representations of the applicant have been 

forwarded by the C.P .M.G. to the Member,(Personnel) 

Postal 5ervices Board on 4.12.2000. In view 

of this learned counsel for the petitioners 

suhnits that the Original 'pplications muiv may 

a disposed of by giving a direction to 4ecnber 

(Personnel), 	Postal Services 	board 	(LeS. 	2) 	to 

dIpo5e of these representations within a 

specified time 1imi. 



NOTES OF THE REGISTRY 
	

ORDERS OF THE TRIBUNAL 

We have COnsi(lerej the sutmissjons 
maie by the learnad Counsel for the petitioners 

ael gone through the p1 eadi nqs of the patti es. 
It has been subritted by Shrj J.K.Nayak, learned 
AS.C_ and Shri J.Behpra learneg A.S.C. in 
surport of their respective cases that this 

practice of reieasirx 90  of estimatad cost of 
L.0 .0 - advance in two phases, i.e. 45/0 in two 

Inst. alments, before cominenceslent of journey has 

been going on in the office of the Uouty 

Director(Accounits), Postal, Cuttafk for a vezy 

long time, it is further suhnitted that the 

r,resentations of the applicants for getting 
00/0 of th advance WdS iorwardd to the C  .i 
But in consjderatjor of the loncj standing 

practice in that office the CPMG deljned to 

interfere in the matter • On the above graunris 

respondents have opposed the prayer of the 

applicants in the both the .A. a 

We have gone throuah the I relevant 

rules, which merely provide that advance upt-.o 900/. 

can Le sanctioneo in case of proposed L.l .0. 
journey. This is 	 would mean that 
the advance is l.triLoj to 901 en- I there is no 

right vested on the applicants to get 90/0 of 

th0 advance. Applicants have stated that 90/0 

of L.T.C. advance is being sanctioned in respect 

of the empioyees working in the office of the 
CP.i.G. W0 note that respondents have donim- 
statal and this has not been denied by the 

applicants by filinq any rejoinder that in the 

OfLie of the Deputy Director(.zcts), Postal, 

Cutt.ack, the longstanding and 

puact ice is for granting 905 of advance in 

two I nat.alments, i .e. 45/0 at theist instance 

for purchasing outward ticket and after produc- 

tion of the outward journey ticket, tho next 

45/0 for purchesf rig return ticket is sanctioned. 

As this has been the xiini loncstan:ing practice 

in the office of the i)y.Direco(çs) Postal 

and as under the re1vant rules,appijcant.s have 

no right to gel: 90/0 of the L.T .0 . i]vance, as 

hcld above, they cannot claim that they should 

be given 90% of the advance at one instalment. 
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Admjttejlv t-1i 
J.lmlt of advance of the total estimated 

Cost is 90 and the amount at the 1st instalment Sflctjoned 
to the appllr,wts 	45 for purch 	of OutWard ticket. In 
view Of this, with the 45% of the advance sanctioned 

in their 
favour, there was no diff1cuit on their pr3tt to purchase the 
outwarc L

11%ickts, after PtOdUctjor of which they could as Well 
be 	

next instalment of 45 for pUrshage of return 
tickpt5. in consldertion of the above we hold that th

e  
applicants are in no Way prejuajcej Moreover, the 

9lock rears frcm 1994-97 is ove 
till DeCEinhc.r

r
, 

	long since an the extene perlo] 
1900, is also over. The ap1 bont ap 

	a prochc d i 	 - the T rtl)i0 	n 'Jovomber, 2000 Jhereforp, they are not entjtl od to sanct.jot of-  any 	advance relatable to 

for 
the TMlock Years 1991-97. It is suboittj by the learned counsel 

the PtitionEirs that representatjor f ii ed by the 
applicauth to the Member (PCrsOflfll) Postal 

POarj are stifl 
oerdjn0 anJ tt1ercf0, a direction be issued to Res.2 to 
dispose 

 cJ tho50 represontstion 	[thin 	StipUlated time 
frme. Th TrUjr11 cnnot act as a recommenling authority 

at the instance of the applicant. In any case it is Open 

for Res.2 to dispose of those represent5j05 if he so desire, 
after dspc:sa1 of those Original Applications. 

lrlview of 
discussjon hold above, we are of the 

opinion that the applicants in both ths two O.A. have not 

been able Lo make out a case for any of the reliefs prayed. 
Both the 	

are held to he wIthout any merit and the same 
are dismi3g0j, bjt without any order as to Costs. 
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