. CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL (ii%;;)
| ‘ ~ TPRINCIPAL BENCH
DEIHT

REGN. No. QA 913/1987 December 10,1987,

All India Association Of Acc>unts

& Audit Officers of A.P. Unit eee Applicants
through its Secretary General -
Shri G. Anjaneya Sarma

Vs. ,
. { ) .
' Union of India and Ors «++ Respondents
\v///g:qn. No. OA 914/87 ‘
All India Association of Accounts oo Applicants
& Audit Officers of A.P. Unit, _
through its Secretary, Shri
~ : D, Umamaheswam Rao Vs.
Union of India and Ors ..+ Respondents
» Regn. No. QA 915/87 L \
Shri D. Umamaheswara Rao «ss Applicant
. VS >o .
Unian of India and Ors «.+ Respondents
Regn. No.GA 916/87 -
Shri S.R.Chandran | . coe Applicaht
' Vs, ‘
Union of India and Ors .o+ Respondents
Regn. No., QA 125/87
; “-l India Association of Accounts es+ Applicants
Audit Officers of M.P. Unit
rough its Secretary Shri Om
akash Maheshwari ,
_ “Vs, . _ :
#Union. of India and Grs ¢ A0 ¢ f}{i’%ﬁSpéﬁd%ﬁ%S'ﬁﬁéu’
Regn. No, OA 358/87 |
All India Association of Accounts oo Applicants

& Audit Officers of Gujarat Unit
through its Secretary, Shrl
M. Rajendran

Vs,
Union of Indis and Ors ... Respondents
Regn. No. OA 357/87
All India Association of Accounts .o Applicants

& Audit Officers of Chandigarh Unit
through its President, Shri B.R. :
fahendru & General Secy,Shri

J.K. Bhatia Vs,

Union of India and Ors ... Respondents
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Shri R, Raman and Ors ... ... . ... Applicants
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LS Usion offiﬁdig”and”Org“"'*” ‘ sses Respondents

<iNe. OA 360/1987. R
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All India. Associailon_of Account5~, ..‘zAppllcants
> and AUdlt ‘Officers & Ors through -
its President, Shri N. Appadorai e
- (Karnataka" Unlt) TR R
Vs. -

Ihe Comptroller & Auditor ‘General® ’
" of Indla and Ors ‘ ool Respondents

i
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féﬁfSh?inﬁéRgGuptaF&;Orsjssefgiﬂn R IR i Appllcants
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. Hon'ble Mr, Justice:K. Madhava- Reddy; Chalrman

R %ﬁ“f4*v “~“Hoh'ble Mr. Kaushal Kumar, Member

.
Y

.= %= o FOry the: applicants: - T AT A Y SRE B, X. 5oseph counsel
' : Shr1 S M N.Rizvi,counsel

ﬁﬁ?éiﬂfhé’régﬁaﬁaénféhd AR Shrl M L. Verma, councel

(Judgment of the Bench dellvered b ' >
Hon'ble Mr..Justice: ‘K. :Madhava, Redﬁy, Chalrman)

In thls batch of.. appllcatlons under Sectlon 19
of the Admlnistrat;ve Jrlbunals Aet 1985 ihe argumgnts
n; of both -the parties were heard -at ;lengths ~However, it is |
| broucht to our nqﬁzce that a. representation was submltted

e m,hY.thﬁ&All;IBQiBmAsSQCiaiionAOfﬂgqqounts;and*Audif

O‘flcers to thn then Ministsa r of Flnance zand that the

B
N i-_".:_ P .;\.,_.4,4,

'Jﬁ{@lnigpggﬁgggidg;irﬁ?x¢Q;Qi§pg§$;the~mat¢gﬁ£;§gbm the
U.0. No. C-18018/5/87-EG.I. of the Ministry:of Finance, (DE)
¢ -, dated 24,9.1987 addressed-to; the Office -of .the

}ﬂQQWFEP}%$r¢@Pd¢9“@1?925@§ﬂe;a1;;imeQuldiéppgar that



-2 T ’ VT—J

" while the matter was under :xamlnatlon,fhe Audlt Officers
f11°d these applicatlons before ‘the-Central Adminlstratlve
Tribunal. As the matter:hadfthuéqbecomeﬁsub judice, the

' aw,-repre5°ntat10n was not further examlned and a decision taken

by the respondents on 1ts own meriss.a In fact

sub-sectlon (4) of Sectlon 19 of the Act declares that where

[ \ i~

an appllcatlon under Sectlon 19 has been.admluted by a

S AV bt R

.+ 5 Tribunal under sub-section (3),.evary. procéeding under
ERRENECT T ‘
the relevant service rules.as to. redressal.of grisvandes

in relation to the>subject matter of such.application,
g el péndiﬁgf?@méaistél§fbsfbielsﬁcﬁ?%a@ission, stands abated.
ObV1ously;haV1ng regard to‘thls statutory- prov151on, the
-respondents dld not further proceed .to, con51der the .

S L s

trepresentation. The Tr1buna1 has, however, powers under

,f/”ii:T N R T hat .
) b?\fV'%e aid- sub-sectvon}to dlrecf}

.S, a representatlon in relation
\“ \\

attes, be ‘entertained ‘and con51d°red Hav1ng regard .

“.,everal questlons PalSQd 1n these app11cat10ns

2t

'\\;:Eifﬁe thlnL 4t appropriate that-the respond=nts do consider the
.:representation on its: own merits and pass such orders as they
- may deem fit., As the réspondents fﬁemséfﬁésfwere.considering
2ir oo 7 “the representatibn'o¥?%hé”EBpI§bahfs'#ss%%gétion when this
“applirdion was filed éhd;bsly%%Héipehééd&&“ﬁfﬁthis application
e opersted as a bar tbith97fuffhéfrédﬁsfgéfétibn, we deer
;ait'expedieﬁt~toﬂrem00é‘thé%fba}fby-éisbagihg'off'these

‘applicétioﬁiwith'é'di%eé%ibﬁtto*%heﬁiéspéhashts to consider



e
the rebresentation of the applicants and if they deem
necessary, receive further representation.or cigrification
- from the‘app;icants.and thgir{Association and disbose of_
their claiﬁ within a period of 4 months from the date of
the receipt of this‘order._ |
.In view of the above directions, we do not think it
appropriate to enter'into thermerits of the applicant§ claim.
I the applicapfs’are aggrieved by any order made by the
3 respondents in pursuance of these directions after *
considering the appli¢éﬁs' representation, nothing said

hereln will preclude the apolicants from calling in question

‘\v
%Lthe sald order of the respondenus. These appllcatvons are-

) dlsposed of accordlngly. There will be no order as to costs

- 5 ~ In view of the above directions, we also think it

N

appropriate that the recoveries ordered from the appllcants

>

should remain Stayed pending #be disposal of the

-----

s

’ gyg-;: Lﬁy ;g? representatlon by the respondents and for a perlod of two

months thereafter.

Ordered accordingly.

(Kaushal Kumar)
Member
10.12,1987
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(K. Madhava Reddy)
Chairman
10.12,1987



