CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
ERNAKULAM BENCH

O.A.No.598/01.

Monday this the 25th day of March, 2002.
CORAM:
HON'BLE MR.T.N.T.NAYAR, ADMINISTRATIVE MEMBER

P.R.Ramachandran
Surveyor Assistant

Grade 1
Office of the Garrison Engineer,
Fort Kochi. ....Applicant

(By Advocate Mr.Vishnu 8 Chempazhanthiyil)

V. e e

1. Garrison Engineer,
Fort Kochi, Kochi.l.

2. Chief Engineer, Navy,
Naval Base, Kochi.

3. Controller of Defence Accounts
Annasalai,Chennai.l18.

4. Union of India, represented by
itg Secretary, Ministry of Defence,
New Delhi. _ . . .Respondents

(By Advocate Mr. MX.R.Rajkumar)

The application having been heard on 25th March 2002
the Tribunal on the same day delivered the following:

ORDER

HON'BLE MR.T.N.T.NAYAR, ADMINISTRATIVE MEMBER

1. The applicant a Defence Civilian employee while working as
a Surveyor Assistant (Grade I) at Port Blair was transferred to

Kochi in public interest.

2,' The applicant is aggrieved by A-4 order dated 28.5.01 of
the 3rd respondent made in purported compliance with the CAT's
order in O.A.598/98 with the direction| to reconsider certain
disputes with regard to the denial of the expenditure on account
' of transpor%ation of personal goods from Port Blair to Madras by
ship, for «clearing and fofwarding chafges of personal effects

: Cafrom Port Blair to Madras aﬁd transportation of goods from Madras

£




to Cochin. The applicant is also aggrieved by A-6 order whereby
as a fall out of A-4, the alleged excess amount drawn by way of
Transfer TA advance is ordered to be recovered in addition to the
recovery already effected. The applicant's pay was above
Rs.lQOd/— but.below 2800/- p.m. and as such his entitlement with
regad to~transportation of personal effects was 3000 kgs. as per
A-10. But those in the pay range of |Rs.2800/- and above and
below Rs.5100/- was eligible to carry a full four wheeler wagon
or 6000 kgs.‘ by goods train or by en single container. The
applicant canvasses for the proposition [that since one single
container is permitted for those who a e eligible for 6000 Kgs.
in weight, the applicant should be ellgl le for transportation of
half a container by volume. succinctly, the
applicant's claim is that he is eligible| for expenditure incurred
by him on account of transportation of 3000 kgs. of goods from
Port Blair to Chennai by Shipping Corporatlon of India who
charged him on volume basis. Further ellance is placed on A-11
showing the freight in force when the applicant wundertook the
journey and transported the goods flom Port Blair to Chennai.

A-13 filed by the applicant along with the rejoinder contains the

full fext of Defence Seryices Regulati ns (Travel _Regulations)
Revised Edition 1991. The applicant has also filed A-12 to show
that the Shipping corperation of India, the authoriéed Government
Carrier, were charging the freight for transportation of goods on
volume basis as it would vyield more| freight to them. The
<llapplicant wants to highlight the fact that he hadzgontrol over

the situation and he had necessarily incurred the freight

expenditure on volume basis. The | applkicant also preferred a

claim on account of freight charges incurred on transportation of

lace of duty . This claim |

q; goods from Chennai to Ernakulam, his



was denied on the ground that th pplicant did not furnish
documentary evidence to show that his family had accompanied him
from Chennai to Ernakulam. Accordingly, the applicant has prayed

for the following main reliefs

i. Call for the records and quash Annexure A4 to the extent
it disallows the <claim for perisonal effects for the sea
journey between Port Blair and Chennai and for the rail
journey between Chennai and Ernakulam.

2. Call for the records and quash |[Annexure A6 in as much as
it orders recovery of a sum of Rs.6650/- from the salary
of the applicant for the month of June, 2001.

3. Declare that the applicant is enéitled to be paid personal
effects to the extent of half iontainer by ship under
Annexure A4 Dbetween Port Blair and Chennai and for 3000
Kgms by goods train between Chennai and - Ernakulam and
direct the respondents to regulgte his claim for personal
effects accordingly."

3. The respendents have resisted the OA by'stating that there
are c¢lear instructions ‘with - regard te the admissibility of
charges on account of transportation o personal effects to the
government servants falling within different pay ranges. It is
contented that the applicant would be entitled to carry personal
effects of 3000 Kg. on transfer. Emphasis is placed on weight
and not on volume, according to the respondents. Therefore the
charges 1incurred on account of volume|is not permitted under the
existing instructions, it is submitted. Reliance 1is placed on
Annexure »R—l letter déted 20.5.96 of the Shipping Corporation of
India which prescribes the rates at Rs[.748.92 p. + BSC 61.50 per
ton or Rs.625.75 p. + BSC 61.50 per CBM. In Annexure R-2, which
is the extract of the Ministry of Defence's letter dated 11.1.84,
it is clearly laid down that in case family aceompanies the

government servant on transfer, the |[government servant would be

<:>fntitled ‘to the existing admissible travelling allowance

(s
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.T. NAYAR

INISTRATIVE MEMBER




Applicant’s Annexures:

1. A-1:
2. A-z:
3 A-3
4. A-4
5. A-b:
6. A-6

7 A-7

8 A-8
9. A-9
10. A-10:
11. A-11:
12. A-12:
13. A-13:

Respondents Annexures:

1. R-1:

2. R-2:
3. R-3
4. R-4
5. R-5:
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APPENDTIX

True
the 2nd respondent.

True copy of order dt.14.2.2001 i
Hon’ble Tribunal.

respondent.

True copy of letter No.T/901/CE (
of the 3rd respondent.

True copy of letter No.1028/Gen/
the 1st respondent.

True copy of order No.1104/3658/E
1st respondent.

True copy of letter No.PC t
D(Nov)/95 dt.17.1.1995 of the 4th

True copy of the order dt.28.10.1
this Hon’ble Tribunal.

True copy of letter No.4(19)83/
of the 4th respondent.

True copy of the Rule 76 (d) (i)
(relevant portion).

Photocopies of the rates of the
India Ltd. dated 1.5.1997.

True copy of the letter No.Ni1
by the Shipping Corporation of In

True copy of the Travel
1991 (relevant portion).

Regulations

copy of order No.100066/1725/EIB dt.17.4.1997 of

n OA No.598/98 of this

True copy of the representation dt.23.3.2001 to the 3rd

N) KOCHI dt.28.5.2001

17/EIB dt.30.5.2001 of
1P dt.29.6.2001 of the
o MFPT/2237/NHQ/ 141/
respondent.

999 in OA No.867/97 of
D (Civ-I) dt.11.1.1984

of Travel Regulations

Shipping Corporation of

dated 17.5.1996. issued
dia. '

Revised Edition

True copy of the letter dated 20.5.96 send by Shipping

Corporation.
True copy of the MOD O.M.No:4(1
11.1.19891.

True copy of the MOD I.D.No:
15.12.88. _ :

9)83/D (Civ-1) dated

4(5)88/D (Civ~1) dated

True copy of the MOF DDE No.dated 22.7.98

and GOI VII.

True copy of the disallowance
dated 30.5.01.
ok ok KK KK

r/w SR 116

memo No:T/901/CE (N)
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