UN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRAT IVE TRIBUNAL : HYDERABAD BENCH

AT HYDERABAD:

|  0.4.N0,223/93 . Date of Order:{17,3,1993

BETHWEEN 3

| . V,Satyanarayana .o Appliéant

| : AND o i

| o 1, The Superintendent of
o Bost Offices, Guntakal
| , Division, Anantapur Dist.,
Andhra Pradesh,

2. The Supdt., of Post Offices,
- Kurnool bPivision and Dlstrict.

Andhra Pradesh,

| 3, The Director of General of . .
Posts, New Delhi. .« Respondents,

i : '
Counsel for the Applicant e« Mr,Krishna Devan

Counsel for the Respondents oe Mr,N.R.,Devraj

CORAM 3

HON'BLE SHRI T.CHANDRASEKHARA REDDY, MEMBER (JUDL}J
s

. 0!2




Order of the Single Member Bench;:ndelivva;‘::eci by
Hon'ble Shri T.Chandrasekhara Reddy, Member(Juil.i‘)'

L

This is an application filed under Sectlon 19
of the Administrat:.ve Tribunals act to direct the respondents

to  pay Daily Allowance to the applichnt for the pera.od of

induction to Postal A5sistant Training in PTC Myso
from 30,3,199 to 19 6.1990,

‘1
re

as follows:-

The appl:.cant was working as Group-D, LGO Cadre

in Postal Stores Department Guntakal, anantapur Distric\t,
A.,P. In the year 1989.

the applicant was selected in the
examination for promotion to the cadre of Postal AssiStant -
@rior to such promotion, the applicant had undergone Induction
to Postal Assistant y;raining

in Postal Training Centege inl
- Mysore of Kamataka State from 3043,1990 tp 19,6,1990 as

per the ordersof the conpetent authority,

ll

After cornpletion‘\

of troining the ‘applicant: Submitted two bills claiming:. TA |
-

and DA on account of’\sald training,

l
Only TA bill was passed
and Di bill was not passed

According to the applicant the
Y DA bill of the applicant was refused in the month of
" Decempber 1990, Before the applicant was sent for training
\Vance of TA had been paid "to the applicant,

—

i

e months of December 1991, January 1992, February 1992
rch 1992,

A sum of
that
£ wae found to be excess towards TA/was paid

} applicant was reuovered from the pay of the applicant

After issue of legal notice to the

I
cant on 2,1,1993 demanding the rd@spondents to pay

pplicant the DA and as there was no responde from

respondents, the applicant ha& filed the present O.A
jthe relief as already indicated above,

I ) .
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|

| L
| 3. Today we have heard Mr.Krishna Devan, Advocate for

the applicant and Mr,N.R.Devriaj, Starding Counsellfor the

| ' |
-l : respondents, ) % ‘ i
| | | |
| - :
| ' 4. Admittedly the applicent had undergone tféining |

‘ | ?
due to orders passed by the competent authority wiﬁh rega:d to
t

induction to Postal &ssistants Training in PTC Mysgre. So, E
L . I )
‘ for all purposes the applicant must be deemed to have been on

{ . ‘

1l !

"official duty® outside the headquarters. In view of the b
t

N orders passed by the Competent authority, certainl%]the iL
| applicant was ent#tled both for TA andé DA, Admitteély the \[
{ TA claim of the applicant had been upheld &nd the DA claim |
l

‘ 0 u
had been rejected, As the applicant had a right toLFe paid
‘{ |

the DA for the period of training he had undergone &t Mysore,
l

the action of the respondents in not paying the DA to the

applicant is not valld Hence a suitable directlonL%s liable

to be given to the respondents for the payment of DAHto the

’ &
x applicant for the period of training the applicant had undergone
| | at Mysore,

, i
| 5. Mr,N.K.,Devraj, Standing Counsel for the resﬁbndents
|
faintly argued that this O.£, is hit by limitation, i?ccording
‘ ‘ \
! to the applicant the last instalment of recovery towards Rat
L

advance that had been paid to the applicant is in theimonth
of March 1992,

This 0.A. is filed on 15,3,1993, Sopllas the

| : applicant had approached this Tribunal within one geaﬁ from the
. |

| i
recovery of the last instalment, we are of the opinion| that
L

‘ this O.A. is well within time., The DA bill of the apﬁlicant
l i

as already pointed out iﬁFaad to have been rejected inﬁthe

S0, the applicant has a rightﬂto
|
approach this Tribunal before the end of Decemberl992 for

&
redressal of his grievance, If the date of disallowing|the
| .

month of December 1992,
{ .

DA to the applicant is to be taken as the crucial dateﬁ%or

‘ |
giving rise to cause of action to filg this 0.2,, no doubt

‘ | - - (*(\——7'- \i‘l
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l‘
| about 3 to 4 months delay is there on the part of the

i
applicant in approaching this Tribunal, 1In view of this

short delay on the part of the applicant in approaching this
‘{ - !

Tribunal it will not be just and equitable to denyi:he just r

-
claim of theapplicant, So, even if there is any dﬁlay on I
1
|

the part of the applicant in approaching this Tribumal
, ghis is a fit matter where the said delay had to beicbnsidered
| :

and accordingly we do not have any hesitation t corndone
| ; —

|

[
——'gm: | 1
the delay in filing this 0.A, 1 ‘F
A , . {

In the result, a direction is given to the£re5pondents ﬁ

! b
to pay DA for the period of induction to Postal Assilstants :

| 6,

| Training the applicant had undergone in PTC, Mysore)from

| f 30,3,1990 to 19,6,1990, The respondents would be aé liberty

to adjust any amount if already had been paid to thé _ 7

applicant, from out of the amount fhat is payable to{the

| applicant towards DA in persuance of the orders of &
_ |
O.A, is allowed accordingly, leaving the paﬂties

7.

| to bear their own costs, This order shall be implemé#ted

l : within 3 months from the date of the receipt of the Qéme.

| | | t

r

orlbp——
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b

- (T . CHANDRASEKHARA |REDLY )’
- Member (Judl.)

. l
-‘ Dated: 17th March, 1993 l__( -‘
] | 3

(Dictated in Open Court) peputy Re

1, TR Superintendent of Post Offices,:
Guntakal Division, Anantapur DBist.A.P. i
2. The Superintendent of Post Offices, Xurnool Division
and District, A.P, |
The Director of General of rosts, New Delhi, -
One copynto Mr,Krishna Devan, Advocate, CAT.Hyd.

3 N

4 |
5. One copy to Mr.N.R,Devraj, Sr,CGSC,CAT.Hyd, |
6. One spare copy.
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IN THE CENTR

ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
HYDERABAD BENCH AT HYLERABAD,

+

THE HON'BLE Mk,

JUSTICE V.NEELADRI,RAO
VICE CHAIRMAN

AND'
THE HON'BLE MR, K.

ALASUBRAMANIAN
MEMBER (ALMN )

¥

. THE HON'BLE MR.T.CHANDRASEXHAR ———
| REDDY

-

¢ MLMBER(JULDL)
DATED: - -
“ | 17- 3 1993
QEBER/ JUDGMENT
R.P./ C.P/M.A.No,
' in
\ © O.ANo. 23R ) Q93
\\ T.A,No, (W .P.No )
R : _
Admited and Interim directions
\ issued.
\ Allowed, .
\ - 2
.\' Disposefl of with directions
L Dismisged as withdrawn.
'E Dismisged
! Dismisjsed for default.
| Order d/Re jected.
1' '
\ No order as to costs.
\\ . .
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