
ADMINISTRMTIVE IRLaUNAL : HYDERABAD BENCH 

AT HYOERABAO 

Ot. of oecision 	15.11.94. 

Applicant. 
M. Sadaéiva Reddy 

Vs 

i. Postmaster General, 
Andhra Pradesh - Southern Region, 
Kurnool - 518 004. 

Superintendent, RMS 'IP Division, 
Tirupati - 517 501. 

Head Postmaster, 
Chittoor Head Post 0f'?ice, 
Chittoor, 

Respondents. 

	

- -- the Applicant 	Wr. D. Subrahmanyam 

	

Counsel for the Respui..- 	-- 'Ishimanna Rddl.CGSC. 

CUR AM : 

THE HON'BLE SHRI A.B. GORTHI : MENBER (ADrIN.) 
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OR 229/94, 	 DL of Drder:15-11-94. 

(Order passed by Hon'ble Shri h.8.Corthi, 
Member (A) ). 

* * * 

The Leave Travel Consessjon (LTC for short) claim of 

the applicant for the block year 1982-85 for his journey with 

family members from Chittoor to Rmrit$lsar was allowed by the 

Respondents and passed for a sum of Rs.2,922/—, which was 

paid to the applicant on 31-3-1983. Rfter a lapse of nearly 

eight years, the Respondents recovered the said amount from 

the salary of the applicant in February, 1991. hggrieved by 

along with 11 other similarly situated employees 
the same he/approached the Tribunal in Oh 201/91. The said 

O.A. was disposed of by the Tribunal with a direction to the 

Respondents in the following terms - 

"6. The respondents are directed to 

give them a fresh opportunity by placing 

before them the necessary evidence that 

is required for them to meet their ob—

jections,Aftj1frHiaaring their objections 

and representations, if any, the respon—

dents are at liberty, if they found 

that the travel had not taken place and 

the LTC claims of the applicants are 

false, to recover the LTC amount paid 

until further orders." 

Subsequently when the Respondents attinpted to recover penal 

intere-at '6iTthe amount of LTC claim, the applicant again 

approathed the Tribunal with Oh 1193/93. The same was disposed 

of on 4-10-93 with a direction to the Respondents to complete 

the enquiry, as ordered in OR 201/91 and proceed further in 

the matter in accordance with the result of the enquiry. Till 
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I 	the completion of the enquiry no :enal interest was to be 

recovered from the applicant. 

The Respondents state that they have cnpleted the 

enquiry and found that the LTC claim submitted by the appli- 

so 
cant was false. It is/stated in the order--  of the Superin- 

tendent, R.M.S. Tirupathi Division am 6zgaz No.J-15/3 dt. 

22-1-1992. The order read with the annexure shows the confused 

state of mind of the concerned official in proper assessment 

of the facts of the case. It would be seen that initially 

the Respondents clubbed all the 12 individuals who pre?srred 

- 	 were 
LTC claims together and found their claims/false on the 

ground that it was discovered that the vehicle in which the 

claimants were supposed to have travelled to Srinagar or 

beyond did not pass through Banihal TUnnel. Obviously it 

escaped the attention of the Respondents that the LTC claim 

submitted by the applicant is for Amri1/sar and not for a 

place in Kashmir. It is not disputed that one does not have 

to pass through 3anihal-Tinnel to reach Mmri4sar, which is 

in the plaits of Pub jab. 

In the annexure to the order dt.22-1-94, the Respon-

dents took the plea that the applicant submitted a copy of 

the party letter to the eifect that they engaged a bus No. 

APP 4884 and that 55 passengers travelled in it. Learned 

counsel for the applicant stated that this is a wrong statement 

Ibi.ir cIed by the Respondents as the consistent plea of the 

applicant is that he and his fanily travelled in Motor Gab 

No.AAC 3175 with permit No. fliP 13/79. Obviously the Res- 
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Copy to:- 

Posbnaster General, Andhre Pradesh, Southern Region, 
Kurnool-004. 

Superintendent, R P1S 1P Division, Tirupati-501. 

Head Postmaster, Chittoor Head Post Office, Chittoor. 

One copy to Sri. D.Subrahmanyam, advocate, 8, Padmaja 
Apartments, Gandhinagar, Hyderabad. 

One copy to Sri. U•9jrng,  Addi. CGSC, CAT, Hyd. 

One copy to Library, CAT, Hyd. 

One spare copy. 
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k pondents oncqgain had their facts mixed up and stated 

irrelevant material in the annexure pertaining to the appli—

cant. The Respondents further took the plea that the Motor 

Cab engaged by the applicant was the same, which was used by 

Sri P.Chandrashekhar Reddy, 	Ccording to the LTC particulars 

furnisheq by the said Sri P.Chandrasekhar Reddy, the vehicle 

after per forming a long journey returrdi) to Chittoor on 7-1-83 

at 23-30 hours. The Respondents therefore claim that the 

vehicle could not have again left for a long journey taking 

the applicant and his family on 8-1-83. This,at the most,is 

a conjucture and 	not conclusively establisht that the 

vehicle was not used by the applicant and his fanily for the 

journey that k he claimed to have performed. 

It is often stated that suspicion, however  strong 

cannot take the place of formal proof. In the instant case 

it appears that the Respondents proceeded against the appli—

cant more on suspicton and iinder mistaken facts as was done 

1. 

initially and not cp4Jjtsof thorough and sound investi—

gation resulting in establishing the true facts of the case. 

Under these circumstances, the benefit must go to the applicant. 

In the result, the O.A. is allowed and the impugned order 

of Respondent No.2 dt.22-1-94 is hereby set aside. The amount 

recovered by the Respondents shall be returned to the applicant 

within a period of 3 months from the date of communication of 

this order. No order as to costs. 

IZ Dt.lSth November, 1994. 
avl/ 	 Dictated in Open Court. 

member (A) 0141, 
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