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CENr&AL ADMINIST Rid' IVE TRIBUNAL, 

J(l}Hf•UR:. BEN::H, J' OOHl?lR'. 

CRIGINAL APPLICA'l'ION NO.i 256/2001 

D~"\TE OF CP.DE.R; 

.:C(& 

28.11.2002 ---------
D.K. Nanda S/o Late Shri S.N. Nanda, aged about 56,yearsb 

RjQ ll/39 stianti Niketan Colony, Bedla Badgaon Link Road, 

Udaipur (Rajasthan) 

_:--- .Presently worl<.ing on the post of Research J\.ssociate in the 
\L 

Office of Anthropological Survey of India. Western Regional 

Centre No. 16, Madhuban, Udaipur (Rajasthan). 

VERSUS 

Union of India thrc)ugh the Secretary, 

Governnent of' India, Departrcent of Culture, 

Hinistry of Tourism and Culture, Shastri Bnava.n. 

Dr • .R,ajendra Prasad Road, New Delhi. 

The Director, Anthropological survey of India, 

27, Jav1ahar Lal Nehru P.:.oad, Kolkata - 700 016. 

(3) The Deputy Director and Head of Office., 

Anthropological survey of India, wester'Y'I 

~egional Centre, 16, Madhuban, Udaipur (~aj.) • 

• • • RBSPONDENrS,. 

Mr. s.K. Malik, counsel for the applicant. 

Mr. !<uldeep .Mathur, .A.dv. brief holder for 

Mr. Ravi Bhansali, counsel for the respondents. 

CORAM: --

10RDE.R: 

fer M~~~J<..• J<aushik,WJ_u.d,-!,cial Me~.=_r: 

Shri D.K. Nanda has fJ..led th~s 0 i 1 • r gina Application 

••. 2 •• 



r/::J 
' 

•• 2 •• 

under section 19 of the Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985, 

·and has 'prayed for tne following reliefs:-

••(a) That by an appropriate writ, order or directions 

tne respondents ~ be directed to settle and 

~~:::~~- make pay~mnt of TA bills for the period from 

28.10.1992 to 15.11.1992 and Contingent bill 

for period from 8.2.93 to 24.3.93 alongwith 

interest @ 18% p.a. 

(b) Exemplary cost may be imposed against the 

respondents for causing undue harasstmnt to 

the applicant. 

(c) Any otner relief/s which is f-ound just and 

proper in the facts and circumstances of the 

case may be passed in favour of the applicant 

in the interest of justice by the Hon• ble Tribunal~ 

2. Skipping up all the·_-__ ,:. super-fluities, tne only 

~~ryi~~contrdversy wnich remains for adjudication is regarding 
~ /4 I - f!:J'.t:\..,_ ·. 

/'/,_,_". ~ r --._-.._ I<):>:' . . • 
/t./'._ -:-::;~--,· ~ settlem::::nt of TA claJ.m of the applicant for the tour 
~ -·· ~\~~ ... , '~ . :. \ \ . 

·;, ,_ \d.ur nq the period from 28.10.1992 to 15.11.1992. The otner 
' ('' ' 
II , ) ) 0) 
'-\r, · / d ·--: ms have already been settled by the respondents and with 

,}z'.. .. - ·-'" ........ 
\ ·,. . ./ 11::.\ tne applicant remains contended. 

':,,,: "V·:. ~~·· <-:l~.:..'"t 
~b-

/J:.. .. ... , 
_... \- I 

I 

3. The brief facts necessa~ for resolving the remaining 

issue as culled from the pleadings are that while working as 

B:.esea.rch Associate in western Regional Centre Udaipur (Raj.), 

the applicant was detaileq for undertaking Genetical Structure 

of Indian Population Project Laboratory Training at Kolkata 

Laboratory from 28.10.1992 to 15.11.1992. The move was 

sanctioned and he was allowed to draw an advance to Rs 4~ 000/-. 

The applicant purchased Railway ticket in piecerooal from 

Udaipur to Delhi, Delni to Waipur and vice-versa and the 

~otal claim was for an amount <>£ lis 5035/-. As ,~;er version 

•• 3 •• 



i 

.J 

-. :rfro 
' . 

• • 3 •• 

from tne respondeats side the direct fare from Ud&ipur 

to Howrfih and back by first class was as. 955 X 2 ~. 1910 

and ta'king if1to account the otner admissible allO\!lances/ 

expenses_,. -line total amount of the claim was Rs 4259/- .. 

Tbe amount of difference of 259 was re illbursed to the 

applicant. Whereas, as per tne calculation of the claim 

by tne applicant he was to be reimbursed with an amount 

of Rs 1035 and not an amount of Rs 259. 

I have heard tne learned counsel for the parties 

and have carefully perused the rec~rds of this case. 

5. The learned counsel for the applicant has contended 

that there was direct train from Udaipur to Delhi and 

Delt):i to a:~t:~: .:·· for which he purchased sepa·rate tickets 

-~~~>?;;...--( nd has s;J.bmitted the claim for tne actual expenses incurrec 
~~~:·~·~'!- ~\ _,... ~-~_::-_--- ' :_.f:~~~~ '• 

-((/ .- >>·f· · .._ .. ·\ ~ him. He has further submitted that the applicant has 
f ., - . "'l 

~i ,, , :: ~t veiled witn a shortest route and has travelled in the 
c ,-v/ 
~ '•. ' fiC/ 

.··( ·G,"]j ss for which be was entitled to. There is no rule 
~•s'. ~·\.../) 

:--<~..,, _ . ~~~~nicn envisaged that a direct ticket known as "throw;Jh 
'-""-~- ~· \ _, .... 

.:.::...,_ •• -... -==· 

ticket" was required to be purchased. However. it is 

admitted by nim that the difference in the claim as 

submitted by the applicant and acceptable to the responde~ 

as due to tne purchased Qf the ticket in pieceaeal instead 

of through ticket. 

6. On tne Other hand, the learned counsel for the 

respondents has opposed the claim of tne· applicant and 

has submitted tbat as a general principle, the public 

exchequer snould not be over-burdened with the un-warrantec 

expenses and the applicant should have been deligent and 

() careful while undertakiag journey at Government exPenses. 
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It is not the case of the applicant that at Delhi, he was 

required to have any halt in view of certain official work 

w~ile passing through or coming through Delhi. It is also 

not tne case of applicant that the through ticket from 

UdaiPUr_ to <-H~~ah was not available at the starting or 

destination stations, respectively. However, the learned 

counsel for the respondents was at difficulty to point out 

any rule under which the through ticket was required to be 

purchased and for which the TA could be admissible. 

7. SS. 36 of the F R S R part-II Travelling Allowances 

·e'nvif3ages':'i the provision regarding the entitlement of tne 

milea9e allowance in respect of journey by Rail. To appre-

ciate the controversy involved in the present case, I feel 

it awropr iate to extract the relevant provisions of S .R.. 36, 

.. s .:&. 36. Except in tne case of journeys on 

transfer (the rules about which are contained 

in sectionXI), the mileage allowance. admissible 

to a Government servant in respect of a journey 

»y rail, is a single fare of the class of 

accommodation actually used but not exceeding 

. tne fare of tne class to Which he is entitled, 

plus an allC>wance for ineidental expenses 

calculated as follows:-

(]~: 

NIJXE 1. The forward and return journeys shall be 

treated separately, except when they fall on the 
I 

NO££ 2. The period covered by the rail journeys r:,.1 

shall be reckoned with reference to the Scheduled 

1\&ilway;':) timings and may also inclUde any period 

halt at an interned iate station for catching 
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the connecting train. Provided that---

(&) When the train is diverted d~ to special 

circumstances like breach of track, tbe 

period/distance actually covered by tne 

rail journey shall be taken into account 

for the purpose af calcul.atiag the allow­

ance for incidental expenses, 

(b) Not printed. 

If availali>:t~. return tickets at reduced rates 

snould always :be purchased Vlben ~a officer expects 

to perform the return journey by rail within the 

period far which a return ticket is avallable. The 
mileage allowance for the forward aad return 

~.:i(~-;-c~ journeys will be, wherever such return tickets 

~ ····.:~·.~-~~ e purchased o~ could have been purchased the 
r!,..~ '','\"~~ 

\1 tual cost of the return t¥:ket plus the aforesaid 
i ) lowance admissible for incidental expenses each 
; \ 
' )!Y" .... 

I ' f'•,J, .. 
/, .. ,Vf}JJ • 

• > ~~tf . ..,;'- y . 

_':~~#The perusal of the aforesaid provisions reveal 

that the journey is required to be carried out in a most 

economical way in as much as it has been provided that 

even in case of tne return journeys the return ticlrets 

as reduced rate. should al~1ays be purchased when an off ieee 

expects to perform the journey by ~il within the period 

for which a return ticket is available. The requirenent 

0 £ purchasing through ticket from 1ldlta one station to anothe: 

stat ion on tour ·~&s~~ardly be (l)ver-emphasised since the 

advantage of the reduced rate can be obtained. I have come 

across the provision of calculation of the claim by shortes1 

route in case of LTC from swamy• s Coptpilation of Central 

civil services Leave Travel Concession Rules, whereas the 

following has been provided:-

"VIII. CAI£ULAT ION OF CLAIM 
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1. sy shortest route.----A Government .servant or 

his family, may travel by any route or halt anywhere 

on tne way but the Government's assistance shall 

be limited to the fare by the shortest route: 

calculated on a through ticket basis. wnere the 

shortest route is disrupted.due to accidents or 

other causes, the power to grant reimbursement by 

the actual rOute travelled may be exercised by the 

Controlling Autnority.---Rule 13 and Order No.24." 

It also supports the plea of the respondents. 

-~:efere taking tne leave of this application, I 

would l_ike to enter a caveat. The caveat being that 

the authorities, who have taken about 10 long years in 

settling the claim of the applicant, should be cautious 

~i:-;c-~;""~ in future and such claims should not be lingered on for 
7/' «,"If\, I 'I 'il .:?'>. ~,_ •. . 
/ ~ ·-" "f;t-;;· ' 

f1,'-;--, :~ "'9>: · . indefinite period • The applicant also is expected 

rt:' . :,~ IJase his Claim on the basis of soma legal provisions 

\\_c_: '~.~ should not enter into litigation on firvilous matters. 
\ . . . ·-~~~ /! 

S ~ I 
._, . ·:{/' 

". , c/:'_,.f 

.... .._,_,~;~~~}' .. :.:.::-"~. In vieW of the aforesaid discussions, the Original 

~ 
·; 

t_- I 
._ .. .:.. 

' 

APPlication is meritless and the same is hereby dismissed 

with no order as to costs .. 

••• 

Kumawat 

~ ~tf <'<1.2------
(· J ,.K. KAUSH IK ) 

J ud 1 • Menber 


