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REGN. No, QA 913/1987

All India Association Of Acc -unts
& Audit Officers of A.P. Unit
through its Secretary General

Shri G. Anjaneya Sarma Vs

- |
Union of India and Ors

Regn. No. OA 914/87

All India Association of Accounts
& Audit Officers of A.P, Unit,
thraough its Secretary, Shr1

D. Umnamaheswam Rao Vse °

UJnion of Indi2 and Ors

Shri D, Umamahgswara Rao
Vs,

Uhion of India and Ors

Vs.

Prakash Maheshwari

= #nien of India and Ors?

All India Association bf Accounts
& Audit Officers of M.P. Unit
through its Secretary Shri Om

Vs.

Regn. No., OA 358/87

All India Association of Acoounts
& Audit Officers of Gujarat Unit
through its Secretary, Shri

M. Rajendran Vs.

Uni»n of Indis and Ors

Rean. No. OA 357/87

All India Association. of Accounts

& Audit Officers of Chandigarh Unit

through its President, Shri B.R.
Mshendru & General Secy,Shrl
J.K. Bhatia Vs,

Union of India and Ors
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\

December 10,1987,
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. Regn. No.OA 912/1987

Shri R, Reman and Ors = ... . .:sesi-Applicants

" Union of ‘Indiy’anmd opg T T T Respondents

-Regn,oNos QA“360/F987 - ¢f e s RS

- All India Associationof Accounts -~eve--Applicants
* and Aadit Of fi¢ers & Ors through

its President, Shrl N Appadorai

.+ (Karnataka .Unit) - - R G

Vs.

+1-The Comptroller & Auditér ‘Gepéral -7 7i-i*

- fogie Vo igiliog
Shri;&ﬁi.Gupté..& ors.

““Uniodn ‘of “Indfa and Ors ~ "
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of India and Ors .+. Respondents
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Hon'ble Mr -Justice K. Madhava Reddy, Chalrman
“Honble Mr. Kaushal Kumar, Member

o FOX, ihe_appllqants STt A Shrl E K “Joseph,counsel

e G

Shr1 S M.N RlZVl counsel

éﬁ:def“%heéfé§b6haent§1‘g P Shrt ML VErma, councel

A

(JUdgment of the Bench dellvered by ' »
Hop'ble Mr.. Justice: K- Madhaya: Reddy, Chalrman)

_ In thls batcn of applications. under~Sect10n 19

of»tpe Admlnistratlve Trlbunals Act 1985 the arguments

of both the partles were heard at:length., ;waevef; it is

.. brought to our notice.that a.rgpresentation was, submitted

by the All Indis Association:of Accounts and Audit

_...Officers to the.then.Minister of:Finance :and that the

PR S s

-.-;Minister.had desired.to discuss the matter{.From the

~-J20s No, C=18018/5/87-EG,E of -the Ministry- of Finance, (DE)

-+, dated 24.9,1987 addressed to the :0ffice of the

comtroller and Auditor.General, it .would appear that
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Titewhlle ‘the matter was under: =xam1natlon,the Audit Officers

flled these appllcatlons before the Central Admlnlstratlve

TR A

Tribunal. As the matter had.thus become b judice, the

representatlon was not further examlned and a deC151on taken

!

by the respondents on 1ts own merlts. In fact

sub-sectlon (4). of Sectlon 19 rof. the Act declares that where
R VISR Ealats
) an apollcatlon under Sectlon 19 has been admlbted by a
Qg; Trlbunal under sub-section (3);- every proceeding under ™

: the relevant seréice Tules as to redressal of grisvandes

in rélation to the subject matter of sughiapplication,

-

pendlng 1mmed1ately before such adm1551on stands‘abated;

......

sentation. The Trlbunal has however, powers under

: e gL that, |
1d sub—sectvon o dlrec a representation in relation

- ”*Eo the- several questlens ralsed 1n1these app1;c§tlons um%

Jo 0 we thinkvit appropriate that the respondents do consider the

»representation on itsﬁoﬁn'merifstand péé%*éuch orders as they
** may déem’ fit., “As the raéﬁena;ﬁ%é themsalves were considering
“:the representation of: the app‘lcants As5001at10n when this
oo gpplirdkion was filed snd- only “the pendency of thls application
=1 .% .operated .as®d “bar toffhe'furfher;oonsiﬁeratgon, we deer:

-1t ‘expediént -to remove that bar by disposiﬁ§ of f these

capolicatiorS with a'direction to the*respondents to consider



b=
the representation of the appiicants and if they deem
necessepy, receive further representation'or clarification
: fron the'applicents.and theip Association‘and ‘dispose of_
_ their elaim‘withinie period of 4 months fpom'the{dete of
‘the receipﬁ of thi;Pordef.‘
In view of the above directions, we do not think it

apprepriate to enter 1nto the merlts of the appllcant§ claim.

- If the applicants are aggrleved by any order made by the

[N

respondents in pursuance of these directions after
con51der1ng the applicads' representatlon, nothlng sﬁld
herein will preelude thelapplicants from_palllng in question
the:s;id nfder~of the‘respondents; These epplicafions afe.
dlsposed of accordlngly. There will benne=order as to eosts
In view of. the above dlrectlons ne also think it .-

}] appfopriate that the recoveries ordered from the applicants

~

i should remain Stayed—pending Boe disposal'bf the

. . ‘- s

«é';ﬂrepresentatlon by the respondents and for a'péfiqd-of;two 1
ey ‘ cEc “e e L, ,,% sy

Y

months thereaft=r.

‘Ordered accordingly.

(Kaushal Kumar) - (K. Madhava Reddy)
Member : Chairman

10.12. 1.987 10.12.1987
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