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G.A. 73/94.

U.P. Ramaiah .+ Applicant.

Us

re 1w LnABT Engineer (E), CPWD,
S.W. Zone {rep. by Union of India)
48, Vithal Das Thackersay Road,
New Marine Lines, Bomb1?~4ﬂﬂ D20.

HCEC, CPWO, Nirman Bhavan,
Hy derabad - 500 195.

The Executive Engineer (E), HCEDI,
CcByD, Nirman Bhavan,
Hyderabad - 500 195. .. Respondents,
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Suryanarayana 1

Counsel fPor the Respondents : Mr. K. Bhaskara Ra:,Addl.CGSt.

CORAM:

THE HON'GLE SHRI A,8. GORTHI : MEMBER (ADMN.)
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0.A.80.73/94 Date of order:25-08-.1994
ORDER

The applicant, while working as an Assistant
in

- Engineer (Electrical),/Central Public Works DepaLtment,

was transferred from Madras to Bombay during March, 1290,
He traveclled first to Bembay, and his family members

followed him later in May,1990. For the purpcse of
hig transfer travellihg allowance, he drew an advance

amount of Rs.5747/-. According to the applicant, he

submitted his claim for the transfer TA on 21,5.1990,

As the same was returned, he re-submitted the bilL,-after
due corrections through 'Registered Post' on 14,10.1991.
The respondents rejected his claim on the short plea, that
it was made beyond the periocd of one yesr from thé date,
when the claim became due. The respondents in their

reply affidavit have denied the applicant's conteqtion
that he had submitted the claim on 31.05.1990, Ac¢cording
to the respondents, the applicant, for the first time,

submitted the claim through ‘'Registered Post', which

was received by the first reppondent on 18.10.1¢91,

Thus, as the claim was submitted after one yezr from the &

date it became due, it had to be rejected in terms
' Rule 82 of
of SR 194-A read with Note-2 tc/General Financisl Rules,

1963.
2. Heard learned counsel for both the parties.
3. According to SR 194A, the right of a

Government servsnt to travel allowance, including DA
is forféited or deemed to have been relinquished, |if the
claim for i%,is not preferred within one year from the

date on which it became due, WNote-2 to Rule 82 of -
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Ceneral Finsncial Rules,1963, deals with belated claims.
It reads as under:

“Note-23-If the travelling allowance claim is not
preferred by the sdministrative authority concerned
for payment within cne year from the date of its
becoming due, it shall not be paid unless, the
reascns for delay are investigated in detail by
the authority competent to sancticn investigation:
of the claims under Rule 83 and a specific sanction
issued by it. If the investigation shows that
the claim could not be preferred in time due to
adninistrative delay without adequate and cogent
reasons suitable wsction may be taken against the
officer{s) ccncerned so that such deiays do not

recur in future.,"
4. The suthority competent to suthorise investi-
gation Oﬁkelated claims}should e informed of the reasons

why it could not be submitted when it became due for

payment. Ip the instant case, whereas,- the applicant

- contends that he submitted the clsim in time, i.e,,

on 21.5,1990, the respondents stoutly deny the same,
Mr K.Bhaskara Rao, Standing Counsel for the respondents,

has drawn my attention to a letter purporting to

have been dated 15.3.91/15.7.91, which ip—aey-—czse

wag received by the first respondent on 18.10.91. In any
case, the questicﬁ whether or not the applicant submitted
the claim in time, has %o be dét@rmined by the competent
authority,and if it is found that the claim was submitted
belatedly,’further action shoulé be taken by the
competent authority in terms of SR 194A read with

Note-2 to Rule 8 82 of General Financial Rules,1963.

In view of the abovg rule position, this OA is disposed

of in the following terms;
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i) The apﬁlicant will submite# to the authority

compétent to sanction the claim, a detailed
' representation stating therein, as to when and

how heAmade the first claim for payment of transfer
TA. He may also explain under what circumstances,
he finally submitted the transfer TA bill through‘
'ragistercd post' on 14.10.91 as stated by him
in the 0a,

ii) The authority competent to sanction tﬁe claim will
inquire into the circumstances of the case, and
pass sppropriate orders in terms of the afore-

stated rule position.

It is needless to add thakt, if the competent authority

is satisfied that either the claim was submitted in time,
or that, itls submission was delayed fogzgéceptable
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reascns, the claim of the applicant may be passed.

5. OA ordered sccordingly with no order as to costs.
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(A.B. GORITHI)
Member (Adhn)

f 1 ] Dated:The 25th August, 1994

Dictated in the open court

_ ) 3; 411’53#?%,
vl ' DERUTY REGISTRAR(J)
Lopy tao |
1& The Chief Engineer(E),CPWD,5.4.Zone, Union of India,
48‘U1tha; D8, Thackersay Road, New Marins Lines, Bombay-400 020.

23 Tha Superintending Enginesr(E),HCEC,CPWD,
Nirman Bhavan, Hyderabad - 580 195,

3. The Executive Engineer(E), HCEDI, CPWOD,
Nirman Bhavan, Hyderabad- 500 195,

4, One copy to Mr.C.Suryamarayana, Advocgte,CAT,Hyderabad,
5. Ome copy to Mr.K.Bhasker Rao, Addl.CGSC,CAT,Hyderabads
64 One copy to Library,CAT,Hyderabad,

7+ One spare copYe.
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