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MTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPAL BEMCH: MEW DELHI

04 Mo.1806/863 Date of decision: 26.08.1%893,

Shrd R. Raman L Petitioner

Yersus
Union of India through the
Secratary, Minisiry of
finance, Mew Delhi & QOrs, CLLRespondants

Coram:-

THE HOM'BLE HR.
THE HOM'BLE MR,

Far thes petitioner Shri £.4. Joseph, Counsal.

For the respondents Hone

(HOMTBLE MR, T.K. RASGOTRA, MEMBER {(A)

[n this petition filed by Shri R. Raman under
Section 19° of the ddmwinistrative Tribunals fct, 1985, he has

praved for the following retiefs: -

1) Order daled 2.5.1988, conveying the Government

of India's decision rejecting the claim of  the
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- & Bccounts
111} Order withdrawing the special ad hoc  allowance
of Rs. PG per month  granted o the  Auditc

esned by the Ministiy of Finance on

22.9,1966 be declared as 11legal, discrininalory

\



Constitution of India. There s a further

Tlowance of
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The facts of the cass briefly are that the
setitioner was appointed as Accounts Officer (Rs.848-1 207

in  the office of the respondents. The
Comptroller and Auditor Genaral introduced & scheme  of

restructuring in I&AD w.e.f. 1.3.1984. The schems stipulated

7

separation of the audit work from the accounts WoOrks. Those
who were kept in  the audit wing were given higher scale of
pay/given special . ad hoc allowance pending receipt  of
stions of the Fourth Central Pay Commission. The

s on  the accounts side were given a lower sca

pay/no special ad hoc a1 lowance,  The i

sudit Wing and  Accounts Wing wa s founded on the assumption

that duties on the audit side are more ONEroUs and, tharefore,
she officers n dudit Wingh deserve higher compensation. The

]

"1§.518,  The Third Comnission recommended

1

~h

pay for various categories o

<

common scales

144D without distinction between accounting and audit  work.

However, with effect from March 1, 1984, there has been a

restructuring  of TAAD into lwo sepaiate cadres - audit cadre

E oy hy oy 29 3 e b g v ~ Dingm
and accounts and establishment cadre.

the dutiss and Fesponsibilities of  th

\ A e 3 g e e e e LAY WY A
statutory were considered more wportant.  While the stalf an



the audit wing has been given

staff on the accounts sid
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Wwer pay scales, the remaining

¢ continue to be on the same pay

scales as were applicable prior to separation of cadres.....

18.519. In the re

the posts of accounts officer, 81

AT posts of accounts off
sudit O0fficer) have been g

R, 100/~ in addition to the

both in the audit and accounts wings conform to the pa

P o P 4 N v b ot
Jised set up, about 86 per cent  of

er cent of section officer

icer in that wing (redesignated as

iven an ad hoc special allowance of

pay scale of Rs,840-1200.......

&

sting pay scales of posts in  IAAD,

; scales

e

discussed in chapter 8. The scales of pay recommended there

1985 pending  our  report

have been allowed a specia

month by government in  Ssptemder,

. We de  not  Find  adequate

justification for continuance of this allowsnce with the

t ¥

revised scales of pay recommended by us.

Central Fay Commission

in depth and  did not favou

pucdit wark & Accounts work by the re

woe. ., 1.1.1986. Since

allowance o

: L S VTRV DA P NP 9 e
the subject matter of speciiic recommandations by an  expet

iave  been considerad by the Pay Cominission and  are

fact had been raised in DA-190% /85 M.K.  Srivastava

S

it is apparent  that the Fourtn

studied the scheme of restructuring

roihe distinction introuced between

tructing  schewe.  The

5

ort of the Fourth Central Pay Commission came ‘into force

zcales/special  ad  hoc

—~

ws Lo go dnto this

Tso find that identical jssues o



& Anr. Vs,

Union of Indd

reliefs clained by the petitioners

%

case, we a
concluded by

{supra) and
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ssues of  Taw  and  of

us which

Bench in the case of 5.R. Gupta and Ors. Y3,
& 0A-1903/88 decided on  5.4.1991 where Lloo

J

view of Lhe above facls and circumstances of the
of the opinion that the matter stands already
the Jjudgements rendered In MoK, Srivastava
5.R. Bupta (supra) cases. There is no  material

would persuade us




