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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL,
BANGALORE BENCH.

QRIGINAL_APPLICATION NO. 178/ 1994

- THURSDAY, THE 16TH DAY OF JUNE, 1994

SHRI V, RAMAKRISHNAN eee MEMBER (R)

SHRI AJN. VUIJANARADHYA ees  MEMBER (J)

Shri B. Srinivasulu,

5/o Shri B, Venkanna,

aced about 41 years,

workinp as Asstt. Supdt.,

of Post Offices,

Bellary,

r/a No. 10’ P&T Quatters,

Bellary - 583 104, ese Applicant

( By Advocate Shri B.C. Settha Rama Rao )
VB.

1. The Post Master General,
North Karnataks Region,
Dhatwad.

2. The Supdt., of Post Offices,
Raichur Division,
Raichur District.

3. The Post Master, B
Bellary HPO.

4, Sr. Supdt. of Post Offices,
Gulbarga Division,
Culbarga - 585 101, ese Respondents

( By Advocate Shri G. Shanthappa, Stending Counsel
for Central Government).

ORDER

——es. —t—— o —t——

oo'oooz/’




-2 | ®
allowance claimed by him for the period from December 1990 to
December 1991 on the basis of an audit report enclosed to Annexure-A.
The applicant claims that this order is contrary to the stetutory
rules and also the relevant instructions and that any attempt to

recover the sum referred to is illegal.

2. The facts of the case are briefly stated as followst
The applicant at the relevant point of time was wofking as
Sub-Divisional Inspector (Post), Gancavathi, Raichur District and he

o Dasc kP
seems to have gone on official tour to the extent of 4657 kms in his

own vehicle and had been paid travelling allowance at the appiopriata
rate. It is not denied that this rate is admis;ible for officers
entitled to travel by their own vehicle on official tours. It is
also not in dispute that after undertsking the tours he submitted his
TA cléim to the controlling officer, the Sgnior Superintendent of
post Offices who countersigned it and aq:otdingly the applicant had
drawn the travelling allowance., It transpires that subsequently

in fhe course of an audit of the office, the sudit had raised an
objection that he sﬁould have been paid fA limited to what he would
have got if he had travelled in public transport and that the
action of the department in allowing him the trévelling allovance at
a higher rate was irregular. The‘confention of:the audit was fhat

Ho prior approval has been taken by the applicagt under SR 31 and

therefore, the T.A. claim at higher rate has to be disalloted.
3 we have heard Shri B.C, Seetharama Rao for the gpp;igant and
Shri G. Shanthappa for the respondents.

4. The department's contention is thet what they have'dbné ig in
accordance with the rules, In particular, Shri Shanthéggp refers

to note 8 below SR 46 which reads as followss .
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"The existing system of restricting road mileage to
rail mileage between places connected by rail will continue
to apply. A Government servant travelling by road between
placee connected by rail, may travel by any type of bus in
any class and draw the fare actually paid limited to ‘the
rail fere of the entitled class. Full road mileage may,
however, be admitted in those cases where travel by road
is in public interest and sanction of the competent autho-
rity under S.R. 31 is accorded."

This is an 0.M. issued on 2nd July, 1975, Shri Shanthappa also
draws our attention to para 3 of the letter dated 17.7.89 from the
Department of Posts, New Delhi which ie given at Annexure-C. He,
therefore, contends that the department has since found that the
applicant was not entitled to mileage allowance and the claim
should have been restricted to what he would have got if he had
travelled in public transport. The counsel for the applicant
contends that sll these tours have been undertaken in areas which
were not connected by rail and this fact is not denied by the
department,

Se We do not agree with the stand of the department as the
instructions quoted by them do not support their contentibn, Para

S 6; ER% iéé%gi dated 17.7.89 reads as followss

"However, in view of the extant need for utmost
economy in expenditure, tours etc. may be undertaken with
due circumspection and care and as far as possible with
prior approval of the controlling efficers."

In other words, so far as the position of the prior approval of the
controlling officer is concerned, the same has to be taken before

the tours are undertaken. In the present case, the admitted posi-

the bills they were countersigned by the controlling
L It has not been stated anywhere that such tours were not
"interest. The fact that the controllinc officer has
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countersigned the TA cleims indicates that he was satisfied as to the
need of the tour and by this action his approval to the tours, even
if it is. not a prior gpproval,_ie cleérly establisheds The para also
does‘not.quote that in such instances, TA should be restricted to
what he would have got if he travelled by public transport. In fact, ; ﬁ

a part of para 2 of the letter reads as followss

"Ac regards the journeys by own car/ scooter/ motor-cycle
etc. between places not connected by rail, the road mileage is
to be regulated as provided under GOI Dec. No.%1 Note 9 under
SR 46 viz, that between places connected by public transport
system, permission of superior authority will not be necessary
to travel by own car/ scooter/ motor-cycle. "

This is the same as Note 9 under SR 46 which ie as per the D.M. dated
16.2.75. The Department also has not shown us any rule or instruction
thet officers at the level of applicant are not entitled to travel by

their own vehicle and claim mileage allowance.

6. WGL thereforse, find that the action of the department in seeking
to recover what is alleged td be excess TA elaim, only on the ground
thatvprior approval of tﬁe cbntrolling authority was bot obtained was
not in order, The department has mechanically ordered 8ucﬁ recovery
as soon as they got the audit report and they do not seem to have

>gone 1nto the rules poaitlun 1n this regard. As the dapartment has
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