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     CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
        JODHPUR BENCH
…

OA No.290/00514/2016

This,  the 09th day of January, 2018. 
      
     
…

CORAM: HON’BLE MR. R.RAMANUJAM, MEMBER (A)
         HON’BLE MR. SURESH KUMAR MONGA, MEMBER (J)

…
Prakash Chandra Bothra S/o Shri Chintamandas, aged about 64
years, R/o Dhani Bazar, Barmer-344001.
     …Applicant
BY ADVOCATE :  Mr.  T.C. Gupta
     VERSUS
1. Union of India, through the Secretary, Ministry of 
Communication, Department of Post, Government of India, New 
Delhi-110001. 
2. Superintendent of Post Offices, Churu Division, Churu-331001. 

….Respondents

BY ADVOCATE: Mr. B.L. Tiwari

ORDER (ORAL)
…
PER HON’BLE MR.  R. RAMANUJAM, MEMBER (A):-

   Applicant has filed this OA seeking the following reliefs:-
“the respondents may be directed to pass the amount of 
travelling of the three members of his family on 03.03.2013 from 
Churu to Barmer, on taxi, restricted to 2nd Act Rail fare. 
Interest @ 12% for the period of intentional delay may also be 
allowed. The interest may be ordered to be recovered from the
individual officials responsible for the delay, after fixing 
their responsibility for the delay.”

 2. Heard both sides.  It is submitted that the applicant 
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travelled to his home town post-retirement separately from 
his family and his TA claim has already been paid.  The 3 family 
members of the applicant who could not accompany him 
performed the journey beyond the time limit prescribed in 
Government of India’s orders under SR 147. The personal effects 
of the applicant were also transported beyond the time limit 
prescribed therein. However, while the respondents deemed it 
fit to pass his TA Bill for the transportation of personal 
effects, they have refused to condone the delay in regard to 
the TA claim of his family members. The stand taken by the 
respondents is illogical and inconsistent and, therefore, the 
impugned order dated 01.06.2016 (Annexure-A/1) is liable to be set 
aside with a direction to the respondents to process the claim 
of the applicant for TA for his family members, it is submitted.

 3. Learned counsel for the respondents would, however,
submit that the applicant’s family did not accompany the 
applicant to his home town after his retirement.  Nor did they 
travel separately within the time limit prescribed. The 
applicant has not submitted any special circumstances that 
would warrant a relaxation of the time limit and, therefore, 
respondents were fully justified in rejecting the applicant’s 
claim for TA for his family members. 

 4. We have carefully considered the submission in terms 
of SR 147 and the orders of Government of India thereunder. As 
per the ‘Explanation’ provided under such orders, the 
provisions of SR 116 (b) (iii) were to be applied mutandis-mutandis 
in all such cases. A member of a Government servant’s family 
who followed within six months or proceeded not more than 
one month before would be treated as accompanying him. The 
period of one month or six months as the case may be should be
counted from the date the retiring Government servant 
himself actually moved.  It is also provided that the time limit 
of one and six months could be extended by the competent 
authority prescribed under SR 116 (b)(iii) in individual cases in 
special circumstances.
 

 5. Through another ‘Explanation’ with regard to the 
aforesaid time limits, the following provisions were made 
through the relevant order of the Government of India :-
“In regard to the time-limits applicable for the transportation
of personal effects on availment of the concession, it has been 
decided that the time-limits prescribed in the Explanation 
below sub-para (a) above in the case of members of the family, 
namely, one month anterior and six month posterior to the 
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date of the move of the retiring Government servant himself, 
should apply in the case of transport of his personal effects. 
These limits may, however, be extended by the Competent 
Authority prescribed under SR 116 (b)(iii) in individual cases 
attendant with special circumstances.”

It would be clear from the above that the competent 
authority could extend the time limit both for 
transportation of personal effects as well as for travel by 
the family members post-retirement in special circumstances.
      

 6. It is not in dispute that the respondents have already
allowed the bill for transportation of personal effects made 
on 03.03.2013 which is more than 6 months after the date of 
retirement of the applicant on 31.07.2012. Nor is it disputed that 
the applicant himself moved to his home town on the same day. 
Since condonation of delay has thus been made for 
transportation of personal effects, it cannot be argued that 
the respondents found adequate justification or special 
circumstances to relax the time limit for this purpose only 
and not for travel of family members. Although it is true that
the applicant had not brought out any special circumstances 
in his representation to seek extension of time limit, it is 
submitted that he did not submit any such special 
circumstances while submitting his bill for transportation of 
personal effects either. Therefore, the respondents could not 
take an inconsistent stand with regard to extension of time 
limit especially when the second explanation referred to 
above specifically states that the time limit prescribed for 
travel of the family shall be applicable to movement of 
personal effects as well. Accordingly, the respondents are 
liable to consider the issue of condonation of time limit on the
same grounds as for movement of personal effects.

 7. At this stage, learned counsel for the respondents 
would submit that it is not correct to say that the 
respondents had denied the claim for TA for family members on
the ground of delay.  He would argue that the dispute was 
never about the condonation of delay in submission of the 
bills as the respondents were always clear that the family 
members of the applicant should be paid travelling allowance 
as per their entitlement notwithstanding the delay.  He 
would, therefore, submit that the contents of the impugned 
order to this effect were erroneous and the respondents 
wished to withdraw the impugned Annexure-A/1 order,  revisit 
the whole issue and pass a revised order in this regard.
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 8. In view of the above submission, the respondents are 
permitted to withdraw Annexure-A/1 order dated 01.06.2016, 
reconsider the representation of the applicant dated 16.05.2016 
submitted in pursuance of the order of this Tribunal in OA 
No.448/2015 dated 11.05.2016 and pass a fresh speaking order within
a period of three months from the date of receipt of a copy of 
this order. 

 9. OA is disposed of in the above terms. No costs. 

(SURESH KUMAR MONGA)                                (R. RAMANUJAM)
           MEMBER (J)                                                      MEMBER (A)

Rss                                                                                                                
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