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through its Secretary General
Shri G. Anjaneya Sarma
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Reqn. No. OA 914/87

All India Association of Accounts
8. Audit Officers of A,P. Unit,
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D, UnamaheswaB Rao Vs.

Union of India and Qrs
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Shri S.R.Chandran

Union of India and Ors
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Vs.
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Audit Officers of M.P. Unit
rough its Secretary Shri On
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& Audit Officers of Gujarat Unit
through its Secretary, Shri
M. Rajendran

Union of India and Qrs

Reqn. No. OA 357/37

All India Association of Accounts
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• R®qn. No.Q^ 912/1987 "

Shri R. Raman and Qrs Applicants

J Vs,
of*'Irtdi^'Wnd QiFs ' " Respondents

.eoi'-jf 36Q/198T: - .,1 ru.::;:.T

, . , All India Associ.ation-pf. AQ.cpu,nts^ j - . ,;*^?App-licants
^ Audit'OffiderS'S; Qf^'tlirougK •

its President, Shri N.Appadorai
•r;::^(Karnatak^-;irnit;) ' • t •-.o

Vs.'

:Gpmptr;oHer-^ & Auditor "Genetar---^^ '̂ '
of India and Qrs .v. Respondents .

- vn - Ifb/ %5^9^

'i-^bfiL' -r.,;;b':Sh^r^:S.'R*Gupta ^ Qrs-':^ ^> V^ '̂- '^iD-licants
Vs. (In persof,)

ij.onsvci-rp "ItJrMjrr-khd Qfs'' Respondents

-.p.-.-.^^v CQRAM.;^ >c ^ •• :; rr. ox

, > . ,Hon*ble..|ifr, Justice; iCi^^adhaYa^Red^^ .^o^T?.Q» :: -'Hdrt*ble'Mr. Kaushal'l^ar,'Meniber

-r.-r ^nc2-;r-;:Forv tfeapplicarttsp - :-' .y^'^'Sfiri E.Xi''Joseph,counsel
Shri S.M.N.Rizvi,counsel

p^^v^hi respbhd^n^ Shri M.L. Vferma, councel

/..v" "'vc :i „ X: nuu,- aT '. vr -
(Judgment of the Bench delivered by »

.. ,,. .,- ..H9n'»b"'l'e .^^r.,fjystice :K,.Madhava:,Re<fdy, Chairman)

, , , . ,,.,.v.-h In, "'^hisJbatch &f-applic 19

r;; .:.1^5, |bhe^^.ar^ht^J;
.. ; .f.-;eCb ? j we^e Jieard^-^at xlength.r 'v^However, it is

,, -( •^9,.-°^; a r^pres.entatdon was submitted

.. .,, -Allj- In.^ia Assq£i ,Ac:coynts:. and- Audit

;• - tQ.^; ,Jhen.Min^t^ 3nd that the

, - : • -- de,sired to.^di^pjjss; the •nj-attfer.tcF|̂ in the-

:-of.the Ministry: of Finance* (DE)

i)ffie«. -of .the

..;. A'J^^itor^.C^neral,; it iA^ul^ that
-•:x '• r.'



while the mattsr was und&r sxamination.fhe .'Audit Officers

"3- applications before .the ,Central Administrative
Tribunal. As the matter hadjudice, the

. .. .i-re was not f ur^tt^^r, :ex^ incJ^ a decision taken

by the respondents on its ovm In^ritW:, In fact,

sub-section .(4). pf Section 19. of-the Act declares that where

an application under Section 19 has ,b,eea.admitted by a

" , : Tribunal under sub-sectiron -(:3)K ^^v.2ry prbbe'eding under

the relevant service ru].es^as to redressal-of grievances

in relation to the subject matter of su&h .application,

^ pending immediately-befbre ?ach stands abated.'

... Obviously^ having regard to.'this statutory-provision, the

respondents did not further.proceed ,to. consider the

representation. The Tribunal has, however, pov/ers under

silb-sedtion ^tb -direcl^ aRepresentation in relation
-Lf • •..^^feiO th^^atter, be enteft and considered. Having regard .

^ ^ I • • •

^ 'quest^ns 'raisied ^^in: thes'fe •• appliqatibns,

i appropriate that the respondents do consider the

ii .repre'sentation on its bvm'merits' arid pass" such orders as they

may deetii fit. As the respondents themselves were considering

.. the representation of -thd""applicants Association when this

: appllratUbn; was filed and' only- the' pehdericy 6f" this apolication

V', operated as -a bar to the •furthef 'tbhsfderatlon, we deer

•it expedient to> remove that-^bar''by disposing off these

applicatloif with a direction'-to 'the 'respohciehts to consider

C
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the reprssentation of the applicants and if they cjeem

necessary, receive further representation or clarification

from the applicants and their Association and dispose of

their claim within a period of 4 months from the date of

"the rficeipt of this order.

In view of the above directions, we do not think it

appropriate to enter into the merits of the applicants' claim.

If the applicants are aggrieved by any order made by the

respondents in pursuance of these directions after

considering the applicants* representation, nothing said

herein will preclude the applicants from calling in question

//V- '̂ Wthe said order of the respondents. These applications are .
M W'l '̂̂ isposed of accordingly. There will be no order as to costs
V'ix iT/# In view of the above directions, .we also think it

l^encb .

appropriate that the recoveries ordered from the applicants

should remain stayed pending toe disposal of the

5. v representation by the respondents and for a.period of two

months thereafter.

Ordered accordingly.

(Kaushal Kumar) (K. MadhaVa Reddy)
Member
10.12.1987 10.12.1987
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