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SHRI T.V. “aammu oo MEMBER (A)

-

e .
K. Venkataraman,
Senior Auditor,
- Local Audit Office (Air Force), -
) ~ Hebbal, Bangslore-6. = . . " ees Applicent
(In Person) |
Vs,

1. Controller of Defence Accounts (Air Force),
107, Rajpur Road, Dehradun, U.P. Stats.

2. Controller General of Defence Accounte,
West Block V, R.K. Puram, New Delhi-66, ... Respondents

(By Advocate Shri G. Shanthappa,
Addl. Central Govt. Stg. Counsel)

CRDER

I have heard the applicant in person and the learned
Additional Central Govt. Standing Counsel appearing for the

" respondents.,

2. | The qulétion involﬁed in this cass is about grant of
TeAs to the applicant uﬁo attended Hindi teaching classes for
. acquiring.préficiency in,Hiddi. The applicant, like his colleaguas
did earlier, ;ubmittad his claim for Rs,840/~ for journies betwsen
his residence and the téadhing centre, Howéver, the firsf tesbandent

rejected the claim stating that the applicant was entitled to prefer

_his cléim only as if he hes travelled by bus or local train, as the

se ma§ be. Aggrieved by this deciéioh,‘the applicant p;efetted an
eal dated 5.6,1993 (Annéxure-ﬁ) to the second respondent and sub-
tted it to be forwarded through the Local Audit Office, Bangalore,

7 in which he was working. The Local Audit Office forwarded the same



. | _ . ,
to the first respondent for onuard transmission to the Appellatdl
Authoéity, i.00y the second respondent, However, the first respon=-
dent without forwarding the appeal to the’second respondsent, i.8.,
the Appellate Authority, returnéa not only the appeal but the T.A.

claim wnder'a letter dated 18.8.1993, addressed to the lLocal Audit

Office, Bangalore (Annexure-111).

3. Aggrisved by this action on the part of the first respondent
the applicant has approached this Tribunal for redressal of his

grievance.

4, That the applicant has a right to appgal is not disputed.
In the normal course, the first respondent, against whose order
rejecting the claim originally filed by the applicant, the appeal

was preferred, should have forwarded the appaél to the sescond respon=
deﬁto Instead of doing so, the firet respondent, simply returned

the memo of appeal to the Local Audit Office, Bangalore, along with

 the claim for T.A. filed by the aphlicant. The first respondent has

thus not only denied the applicant his lsgitimate right to appeal but

has also prevented the second reSpondent frbm exercising his authority
to consider the appeal preferred to him by the applicant. It would,
therefore, be appropriate that the sscond respondent is required to **
consider the appeal dated 5.6.1993 preferred by the applicant. It

is dunderstood that the appeal filed by the applicant which was returned
by the first respondsnt to the Local Audit Office, Bangalore, has

since been returned to the applicant by the Local Audit Office.

In view of this, the applicant is at liberty to forwardtfﬁeigﬁﬁgal_

in question direct to the second respondent. The*s%c9névfes§qhdépt

shall entertain the appeal and if he requires,any'in?ormatipn/commen;s

from the first respondent, he may obtain the Sam; aﬁ,his lé§él. If the
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applﬁcant should forvard the esppeal.within a peried of 15 days
froﬁithe date of this order, the second respondent shall consider
and digpose of the-seme within a period of two months from the
datéiof receipt of the appeal. If the applicant feels agérievad
by tge order in appeal to be passed by the second respondent, he

willibs at liberty to approach this Tribunal for redressal of his

grievance.
5, ! This application is disposed of accordingly. No order
i : .
as t? costs,
o
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| ' ( T.V. RAMANAN )
! MEMBER (R)

Bangalore Bench
Bangalore
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