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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISSTRATIVE TRIBUNAL : BHYDERABAD BENCH

AT HYDERABAD
&k ok

_@.A;NO:823/93

P.R.N.Subramanya Sai
Vs

1. The Chief General Manager,
- Telecom, A.P.Hyderabad.

2., Telecom District Manager,
Visakhapatnam-530 020.

3. The Accounts Officer,
O/0 the Chief General Manager,

DEs gg Pecision = ©3-12-96;

.. Applicant.

Telecom, A.P.Circle, Hyderabad-1l. .. Respondents.
Counsel for the Applicant : Mr.C.Nageswara Rao
Counsel for the Respondents : Mr.N.R.Devaraj,S5r.CGSC.
CORAM: -

THE HON'BLE SHRI R. RANGARAJAN

MEMBER (ADMN.)

THE HON'BLE SHRI B.S. JAI PARAMESHWAR : MEMBER (JUDL.)
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ORDER

- ORAL ORDER (PEé HON. SHRI B.S.JAI PARAMESHWAR : MEMBER (JUDL.)

None appears for the applicant. Heard Mr.N.R.Devaraj,
learned counsel for the respondents. The application is disposed
of on the basis of the available maferial on record in accordance
with Rule 15 (1) of the CAT (Procedure) Rules, 1987.

2. The point for consideration in this OA is that whether
an officiating JAO could be aeputed for training - a training
pre-requisite for promoticnal poéﬁ as JAQ. This question arises
in this way: the applicant was holding the post of JAO
(cfficiating) from 26-12-92. He was sent for basic training, a
training which was pre-requisite condition before taking charge
as a regular JAO. While he was undergoing training at TTC
Jabalpur he was paid TAs/DA; in accordance with the status as
JAO, But subsequeﬁtly it was revealed from the letters written
by the P&T Board that an adhoc JAO sent for training should first
be reverted to the lower post and &hen sent for training. During

]
the pericd, the trainee is entitled for TA/DA only at the lower

. grade/rate and not at the rate applicable to the post of JAO.

3. The applicant in this OA was sent in the same status as
an adhoc JAO and he was paid TA/DA at the rate applicable to the
JAO. It is stated that inadvgrtantly he was sent for the
training in the status as an adhoc JAO and when that mistake was
peointed out it was corrected by recovering the excess TA/DA paid
to him while he was on training. It is also stated that the
similar mistake had happened inadvertantly in the cases of five
others also. But the revovery had been made from 5 of them.
When, ~

“howgh the recovery was: made from the applicant also, he

—

approached the Tribunal ©praying for reimbursement of the

recovered amount.
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4, It is noﬁ to be seen whether the respondents sent the
applicant inadvertantly to the training course without reverting
him to the lower grade.
5. The rule is very clear in this connection. None can go
beyond what is provided for in the fule. The explanation that it
was done inadvertantly cannot be upheld if the rule is not
followed. To make sure that such mistakes do not occur the
concerned noting files are routed through number of tiers, so as
to enable any one of the tiers to detect the mistakes, if any, in
the proposal. In that view, a theory that the mistake had
occurred inadvertantly cannot be accepted at the face value.
6. But we are not trying to fix responsibility on any of
the officials who committed the mistake. At the same time, we do
not also want the case of the-applicant jeoparadised for no fault
of .his. Hence, we feel it justified if no recovery is made from
the applicant for the excess payment made to him.
7. - In the result, the OA is allowed and no recovery from

the ‘applicant for the excess payment of TA/DA should be made.

8. The OA is ordered accordingly. No costs.

(B.S. JA AMESHWAR quo (R. RANGARAJAN)
_/Mﬁ;E;(JUDL ) / MEMBER ( ADMN. )

bated : The 3rd DPecember, 1996:
(Dictated in the Open Court)
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Copy to:
1. The Chief General fianager, Telecom, A.P., Hyderabad,
2. The Telzcom District Manager, ''isakhapatnam.

3. The Accounts Officesr, O0/C Tha Chief Ganeral Manager,
Telscom, A.P.Circle, \lyderabad.

4, One copy te Mr.C.Nagmsuara Rao, Ad-rocuat2,CA7T,Hyderabad.
3. Bne copy to Mr.N.R.Devraj,Sr.CG3C,C00T,Hydaersbad,
5. Ons copy to ¥zxlLibrary, CAT,Hyderabad.

7. One copy fPor duplicate,.
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