IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUHAL : HYDERABAD 13

AT HYDERA3ZAD

C.h.No,1107/92 | Date of Orcer: 28,12,1992
BETHEEN s |
K.Prabhakara kao .« Applicants,
K.Raghavendra

AND

1. The Telecpm District ManagerL
Ananthapur.

2. The General Manager (1),
Rayalaseema Area, Hyderabad,,

3. The Chief General Manager (T),
A.P.lircle, Hyderabead,

4, The Director General,
Telecommunications,

New Delhi, . » Respondents,
Counsel for the Applicants. .» Mr,Krishna{Devan
Counsel for the kespondents .. Mr,N.k.Devraj
COnAM 2

HON'BLE SHXI A,B,GORIHI, MEMBER (ADMN, )

HON'BLE SHRI T.CHANDRASEKHARA KEDDY, MEMBER (JUDL.)

ENCH




Order of the Division Bench delivered by

Hon'ble Shri T, handrasekhara Reddy, Membexr (Judl, ).

This is an application filed under Section

19 of the Administrative Tribunals Act to directthe

respondents to declare that the applicants are entitled

to get the daily allowance for the period of train%ng obtained

. !
outside the headquarters and pass such other orderip

r

orders as may deem fit and proper in the circumstances

of the csse,

The facts giving :rise to this C.A, in brief

are as followsi:-

The applicants are'working &s Phone Inspectors

in the Telecom Division of Ananthapur, Toe applicén

were deputed to undergo "Induction of P,Ts training

on different dates, The dirst applicant underwent

CTTC, Kakinada", as per the orders of the First re$pondent
|
|
|

at Kaskinada from 16.4.1990 to 15,10,199¢, Second applicant

|

was deputed to undergo similar:training in Kakinad? and

!

Dharmavaram from 16,4,199¢C to 15,12,1990. The re5§ondents;
have paid only Travelling Allowance to the applicaﬁts for
performing journey to Kakinada and Dharvaram where the

applicants underwent the said training. The appliQants

were not paid D.A, during the period of training,

applicants themselves have borne all the expenses during

1

the period of training, The aﬁplicants have filedifhg§8?92t

for the relief as already indicated above,

3. Today We have heard Mr,Krishna Devan, Advocste

for the applicant and ME,N.K,Devraj, Standing Couns

the respondents.
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4, Mr,N.fk.Devraj, Standing Counsel for the

vehemently opposed this 0,A, and contended in vie

General Maneger, Telecom, Hyderabad Circular No.iA/ACB/ZE

Rulings/VII cated 1,9,1989, that the applicants a
entitled fo the daily allowance during the period

training.

5. Admittedly the applicants had gone to Ka

and Dharmavaram to underge thesaid training in pul
the proceedings issued by the First respondent,
that both the applicents herein had completed tré
pursuance of the sSaid order of the first reSpondé
in dispute in this O.A, Admigtedly while undergo
sald training £ﬁe applicaﬁts should have spent s$
towards boérding and lodging charges, For all pu

has got to be taken that the applicants were "ou#
headquarkers on official duty while undergoing tﬁ
training", So as the applicants had been on offi
outside the headquarters it will be fit and prope

the respondents to pay the applicants the DA to w
S \
are entitled in accordaunce with rules., No doubti
contention of Mr,N.k.Devraj is that the said D.Ai

paid to them in view of the letter dated 1.9.198§

o
by the General Manager, Telecom, But %gé creden&
given to the said letter as already pointed out é

: |

be taken for all purposes that the applicants wer

during the saic¢ training, So they have got to b?

D.A, as already pointed out in accordance with I

6. Hence, we direct the respondents to rel
the applicants the daily @llowance for which they
entitled in accordance with rules for the period

training. If'any payments had already been made
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shall be deducted from out of the amount that is payeble

in pursuance of this order of the Tribunsl, This

shall be implemented within three months from thé

of communication of the same,

C.A, is allowed, leaving the parties to bear their own

|
costs. i

{A.B.CGARTHI)

Member (Agmn, ) Member (Judl, )

Dated : 23rd December, 1992

(Dictated in Open Court)

To . i
1. The Telecom District Manager, Anantapur, ’

I e T

2. The General Manager(T)w

. N -:‘L-;‘_- ‘-“;"
-~ Rayalaseema Area, Hyderabad‘ﬂ“‘ S

34 The Chief General Manager (T) AP, Clrcle, Hyderabad.
4, The Director General Telecommunlcatlons, New pelhi
5. One copy to Mr.Krishna Devan, Aavocate. CAl.Hyd. i
6. Onecopy to Mr.N.R.Bevraj, Sr.CGSC.CAT.Hyd,

7. Cne spare CopYye.
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(T, CHANDRASE KHARA RI:DDY )
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TYPED BY COMPARED BY

- IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE ‘TRIBUNLIL ,
CHECKED BY APPROVED BY

HYDERABAD BENCH
HYDERABAD

IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
 HYDERABAD BENCH: AT HYDERABAL

THE HGN’BLE MR. . V’C.

A R.Gox H

‘THE HON'BLE MR. R"B:B:HSUBRAMANIAN M(A)

AND ,
THE HON'BLE MK,T.CHANDRASEKHAR REDDY:M(J)

THE HON'BLE MR.C.gJ. ROY : MEMBEK(JUDL)

. ‘ , !
Dateds L% 1) = 1992 ) i

QRBBRAJUDGMENT s |

R.A./ C.h./M.ANO,
in
0.A.No. '\\(_;q\c\’]/

T.A.No, - (W.p,No. )

Admit%ed and Interim Directions issued
Allowed " 1

Dispogsed of with directions

" Dismibsed

Dismibsed as with drawn
rDismi’sed for default

M.4s,.Opdered/Rejected
No order:as to costs.6§;§7. .
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