IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
ERNAKULAM BENCH

0. A. No. 411/89 .
.50 XBKa¥ : 199 _ .
DATE OF DECISIONZ171792 |
P.T.doseph & 2 othaers - __Applicant (s)

Mr. G.Sivarajan

Advocate for the Applicant (s)

"~ Versus
Ypiopof Irdia & 4 othors  Respondent (s)
Mf. P.A.Mohammed - 2 Advacate for the Respondent (s)

CORAM:
The Hon'ble Mr.. N,V.Krishnan, Administrative Member

The Hon'ble Mr. A.V.Haridasan, Judicial Member

Whether Reporters of local papers mayy allowed to see the Judgement?/
To be referred to the Reporter or not?

Whether the/ir' Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgement? )<
-To'be circulated to all Benches of the Tribunal? %o '

tall

JUDGEMENT . )

N.V.Krishnan, AM

The abplicants are officers of the Departmentalized
Accounting Organisation of the Government of India, headed
by the 2nd respondent, the Comptroller General of Accounts,

iP’linistry'of‘ FinanCe;'Department'Df Expenditure, Their
~grievance is that the parity betueen their pay scales

ond that of the officers of the Audit Wing under the
Comptroller & Auditor General of India uhich_bbtained

£111 29.2.84 was disturbed from 1.3.84 by giving the latter
officers a highér pay scaie and that this disparity has
now be en setAright.uith effect from 1.4.87 only. They
claim that the disparity which existed earlier amounts to
denial of equal pay for egual ud;k axd should have ?een

set right from the date it arose.
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2. The brief facts giving rise to this application

are as followst

241 The Comptroller and Auditor General of India (CAG,
for short) is, admittedly, the highest constitutional
authority responsible for the maintenance of abéounts of

the Central Government and State Governments as well as for
the preparation of Audit Keport for submiséion to Parliament
as required by the Constitutiqn._ There was always a
suggestioh that, to enable the CAG of India to concentrate
on the audit functions which are more important, he should
be relieved of his accounting functions, because, in the
noréél course, the aépounts ought to be maintained by the

concerned Government.

2.2 The first step in this direction took place in the
Central Government when the reéponsiéility of maintaining
the accounts of the Govermment of India was transferred

td the respective Departments under-thecoverall control of
the Ministry of Finance, Department of Expenditure; To
éive effect to such separation, the Departmentalisation

of Union Accounts (Transfer of Personnel) Act, 1976 was

passed.

2.3 Immediately prior to this separation, the applicants
were employees in the Indian Audit and Accounts Department
under the overall controi of the CAG and uere porking in the
officef of the Acﬁountant General, Kerala, Admittedly,

they were transferred to the Departméntalized Accounting
DrgaﬁiSEtioﬁ, allegedly against their wishes. The applicants
are respectively working aé Acosunts Officer in the

Central Administrative Tribunal, Ernakulam Behch, Payv&

Accounts Officer, Ministry of Agriculture, Department of

|



Agriculture and Co-operation, Ernakulam -and Assistant
pccounts Officer in the zonal accounts office of the Central

Board of Direct Taxes.

2.4 A re-structuring of the Audit and Accounts Organisation
was made by the CAG with effect from 1.3.1984, keeping the

pudit Office separate from the Accounts andEntitlement

Office.  The scheme was announced in Kerala by the Accountant

W

General Kerala by his potice dated 24.12.83 (Annexure-B).

2.5 The salient features of the scheme relevant for this
case are és follous:

i) In the Audit Office, there will be two categories
of emﬁioyees-—ﬁuditors and Section Officers, 'In each category
20% of the posts will be in a louer pay scale {Rs 330=~560
and Rs 600-900 respéctively) and the remaining 80% of the
posts will be in a higher scale (/s 425-800 and fs 650-1040
réspectively). lft.was indicated that this was done conside-

Yo it was also
ring the special nature of the wrk and/stipulated that the
actual audit should be done by the officials holding posts
in the higher pay scale.

ii) Aé.against this, in the Aécounts and Entitlement
Offices, which deal with only accounts matters, there was
no revision of the pay scales, though there was a change in
the designations. The Auditors and 5.G. Auditors uere
re-designated as Ac;ountants and S.G.Accountaits. The
Section Officers and 5.G. Section foicers were re~designated
as Seétion Officers (Accounts)>and.S.G. Section Officers |
(Accounts). However, the following benefits were to be
provided to them,

1t ugspruvided that future recruitment to the grade
of Accountants (cdrreupondingito the post of Auditor in the

combined office and of Auditor in the lower scale in the
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restructured Audit office) will De'only by promotion

Frém'ClerksﬁrSD% on seniority basis and 50% through‘
departmental examination for Accountants.

10% of Accountants and senior grédé Accountants
will be eligible for special pay of fs 35 when engaged
in important and complex functions.,

20% of the vacancies of Section Officers will
also be filled by promotion from selection grade

Accuuntants,

2.6 The éontention of the applicants is that prior
to this re-structuring, officers in both the Audit

. - Indian

Wing and Accounts uWing in the/Audit and Accounts
Department were on par with each other, The re-

structuring sscheme has created an inequality in

pay scales as between equals and amounts to hostile
~ discrimination and therefore the disparity should be

removed.

2.7 It is stated that this Scheme was challenged

by the Indian Defence Accounts Employees Association

in the Supreme Court. However, as the Fourth Pay

- Commission was to be appointéd, the writ petition

was withdrawn from the Supreme Court as both the
parties agreéd that the qguestion raised in the petition

should be decided by the Fourth Pay Commission,

2.8 This matter was considered by the Fourth Pay
Commission, Tﬁat Commission observed that the Audit
and Accounts functions are complementary to each
otﬁer and are generally performed in an integrated

manner which is necessary for effective functioning.
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Hence, the Commission recommended broad parity in
pay scales of the staff in the Indian Audit and Accounts
Depértment and other Accounting DrganiSaticns of the
Government of India. The Commission left to the
Government to decide tHe number of posts to be placed
in the lower grade and the higher grade like in the
.Indian'ﬁudit and Accounts Department Qhere 20% of the

posts is in the lower grade and 80% in the higher grade.

- 249 These recomméhdations were accepted and the
Annexure-D order dated 12.6,87 was passed by the
Government of India. In the Accounting Organisations
of the Government of India, it was now decided to have
20% of the postsof Junior Abcounfants and Section
Officers. in the louér scale (R 1200-2040 and 1640=-2900
respectively) and the remaining 80% of the posts were

. designated as Senior Accountants and Section Officers
of Selection Grade in the scale OF‘% 1400-2600 and
Ps 2000-3200 respectively). These orders were to take
effect from 1.4.87. With this decision the disparities

created from 1.3.84 disappeared.

2.10 The demand of the applicants is that the Fourth
Central Pay Commission's reas mmendation is an admission
that there was discrimination earlief in this matter
%rom 1.3.84 and that therefore they are entitled to

get the benefit of the annexure-D order from that date.

2.11 1t is in these circumstances that the applicants
have, in effect, prayed for a direction that the benefit
of the Annexure-D memorandum be given froﬁ 1.3.84 with

all consequential benefits,

R/ =



3. The respondents have denied that any relief is

due to the applicants, 1t is submitted that the applicants

were transferred to the Departmentalised Accounting ,
Offices under thé DepartmentaliSation of Union Accounts
(Transfer of Persohnel) fct from 1.3.76. ‘They have also
been confirmed En the respective Department alised
Accounting Offices with effect from 1.4.80 by orders
dated 13.4.82, 2.2.87 and 4.9.82 (Exbt. R1, R2 and R3).
Therefore, they cease to have any connection whatsoever

~with the Indiap Audit and Acﬁounts Department,‘és their

lien an that Department stood terminated under the provi-

sions of FR 12Aand 14A(d).

4y , The respdndentsvcontend that though,the claim
is based on the principie of equal pay for equal work,
the applicants have not made out that they have been
doing equal work as the'Audit'pGOple since 1.3.84. The
Pay Commission has nouhere stated that the work done by
the Accounts staff is equal to the work done by the Audit
staff. UWhat weighed with the Commission was only that
there was parity petwesn the pay scales applicabig to
both these staff earlier. Further, it was contended
that if the Commission felt that the accounting staff:
were also entitled to the same treatment as the Audit
staff, nothing prevented that,Commiésion to fix the
percentage of staff in the higher pay scale and in.the
lower pay scale at 80% and 20% respectively==-as in the
case of Audit staff=-and also direct that this should
be made effective from 1.3.84. 0On the contrary, it

left this matter to the judgement of the Government which

¢
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is a clear indication that the Commission did not

opine that equal pay was being denied for equal work,

5. - It was also contended that the Bangalore Bench
of the Central Administretive Tribunal had rejected the
plea of discrimination in Nanjundaswamy Vs. Accountant

" General /7988 (8) ATC 271_/ but directed tha£ the benefit

of the Pay Commission's recommendations should be given

: o

effect from 1.1.86 as in the case of other recommendations

regarding pay scales,

6. . The learned counsel of the applicant hawevef
submitted that the aforesaid decision of the Bangalore

: 2 unreported
Bendﬂ was rendered without considering another emrller/
decision of the Jodhpur Bench of the C.Ap.T.in Ta 609/86,
a copy of which is produced for ouUr perussl. That was
a case concerning the officers of the Central Excise aﬁd
Customs Department who were enjoing parity of pay scales
with efficers of the Income~tax Department from 1,4.73
till 1.17.80. 0On that date, the Government of India
raised the pay scales of the-Income-tax Officers from
Bs 425-800 to B 500-900 in compliance of an Arbitration
Auvard, The matter was considered by the qurth Pay
Commission which recommended that the parity qF pay
scales between these tuo>categories be restored, ¥the
Government of India gave effect to ﬁhat-decisian
with effect from 1.1.86. The Central Exciuwe & Customs
Non-gazetted Officers’ Association and another approached
the Jodhpur Bench of the Tribunmal in TA 609/86 claiming
that in the circumstances they are entitled to ‘elief
from 1.1;é0 from which date the discrimination a;Ose.

This was allowed by that Bench.

Vs
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7. AvQUestion also arose whether it was not possible
to contend that during the period from 1,3.84 there were
good and sdfficient reasons for'according lafger benefits
only to the Audit Staff of the Indian Audit Department.
In this regard, we directed the learned ACGSC to proauce
for our perusal the records on the basis of which the
original decision of 1¢3.84 was téken. These documents

have since been produced,

8. .UB have carefully perused the records of the case

and given our anxious consideration to the rival submi-

ssions made by the parties.

9. Respondents have contended that thislapplication
is time barred. The applicants should have challenged
the restructﬁring scheme, which becaase effective from

1.3.84, within time. It is hot open to claim that relief

‘in an indirect manner by contending that the benefit of

Annexure-D order dated 12.6.87 éhuuld be madereffective
from 1.3.,84. May be there is some force in this, but
the applicants have stated that a petition filed by the

Indian Defence Accounts Employeés Association before the

Supreme Court was withdrawn as both parties égreed that the

question raised in the petition would be better decided
by the Fourth Pay Commission. Hence the bar of limitation

cannot be seriously held againsf them,

10, A perusal of the judgement of the Bangalocre Bench
in Nanjundaswamy's case shows that the applicants
therein are Accounts staff of the Indian Audits and

Accounts Departwent, i.e. the persons basically affected



by the initial restructuring scheme implemented in
Kerala by the Annexgre—B letter. The question raised
in the present application Qas directly an issue in
this case. Extracts of paras 27, 28, 36 and 37 of that

judgement are instructive and are reproduced belows

"27, Dr. Nagaraja next contends, that the
persons allocated to the Accountsiing, who
possessed similar gualifications before and
after entry into the Department, were perfor=-
ming dutiesof same nzture, as those allocated
to the Audit Wing, and that being so, al lowing
them louwer scales of pay than those alloued to
the Audit Wing was violative of Articles 14
and 16 of the Constitution, On this aspect,
Dr. Nagasraja relies on the recommendations

of the Fourth Pay Commission at para 1138

and the latest order of GOI made on 12.6.87.
While relying on the order dated 12.6.87 of
the GOIy, Dr. Nagaraja contends, that on the
very terms of that order, the applicants

were entitled to the revised pay scale
sanctioned in that order from 1.1.1986, as in
the case of all other civil servants of the
Unien of India."

"28,., Shri Padmarajaiah awntends that the
inherent distinctions and differences betueen

the Audit and the fAccounts Wings, justified the

award of higher scales of pay to those working
in the former and the same was not irrational
and arbitrary and was not violative of
Articles 14 and 16 of the Constitutien. On
the claim of the applicants for revised pay
scales from 1,1.86, Sril Padmarajaiah contends
that the decision of GOI extending the revised
pay scales being a concession, the same cannot
be extended by the Tribunal from any earlier
date and from 1.1.1986."

"36, On the formulation of the Scheme which
spells out slightly higher scales of pay for
those who had opted for the Audit Ling and
slightly lower scales of pay for those opted
for the Accounts Wing, the spplicants were
given the option or preference to work either
in the Audit or the Acoounts Wing. But, the

~applicants for reasons best known to them,

which in any event is not material for our
purpose, opted to remain in the Accounts Wing.
When the applicants with open eyes had opted
to remain in the Accounts Wing, uhich provided
for lower scales of pay, then they cannot
complain that they have not been given higher
scales of pay as sanctioned to the Audit Wing.
On this short ground itself, we must reject
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this claim of the applicants, without .
examining all .other qguestions.  But, notuith-
standing bhis, we will now alsu examine the
merits of this claim of the applicants.,®

"37, ' With due regsrd to the nature of the
duties and various other relevant factors,
GOI had sanctioned slightly higher scales of pay
to the personnel of the Audit Wing., We cannot
say that they are all unreal and irrelevant
and have no nexus to the objective sought to be
achieved. The fact that the qualifications
inclusive of traininpg before and after entering
the inteqrated IA and A0 were similar, in the
case of the persunnel in the Audit and the
Accounts Wings, does not necessarily imply that
there cannot be differences after bifurcation.
We are, therefore, of the view that the
orders allouing higher scales of pay to perscnnel
of the apudit Wing and not to the personnel of
the Accounts Winy, satisfies the tuwin tests of
a valid classi fication and is not also arbitrary.
We, therefore, see no merit in this contentlon
of Or.Nagsraja and we reject the same."

1t has been observed that it cannot be stated with
certainty that there cannot be any difference betuween
the two establishments in the Indian Audit and Aocounté
Department after 1.3.84., This is am important point
that has to‘be noticed., The bifurcation of the Indian
,pUdlt and Accounts Department Wwas meant to serve a
particular objective and ﬁlfferences in the guality
- of work were built in in the scheme itself., This will
be clear Froﬁ.the special provision in the scheme
relating to recruitment to the post of accountants

and Section Officers to which we have made a reference
%, in para 2.5 supra.

-

earliey. Therefore, the scheme itself had created

differences between the two groupse.

11, As seen from the judgement in Nanjundaswamy's
case supra it appears that in an ‘earlier case filed

before the Madras High Court and later transferred

(I
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to the Madras Bench (7A 987/86), the restructuring
scheme itself had been challenged. That case
(B.Ranganathan Vs. C.A.G. of India) was decided on
9.12.87 but the judgement does'not appear to be

reported,

12. . The same matter has been decided by the Allahabad
High Court in Sudhish Chandra & others Vs. Compfrolier
and Auditor General of India /7986(1) SLJ 136 All._7.
That was also filed by the affected staff of the

Indian Audit and Accounts Department. The issue of
discrimination raised therein was repelled as follows:

"61, UWe have heard learned counsel for the
petitioners on this point and at some length,
but we are not impressed by the arguments,

The Manual clearly lays down the objects and
the need for restructuring of the two cadres,
The Scheme spells out the reasons for having
twuo separate wings in the cadre so that there is
~an improvement in the maintenance of accounts
af the State Government transaction as well as
to improve the guality of Audit and to

give better service to the community of Govern-
ment employees. The basic aim of the Scheme
was to promote the efficiency and to improve
the quality of work. The intention was that

by creating two separate wings in the cadre

the work may proceed with the expertise needed,

- The scheme hasbeen referred to earlier in
this judgement and it will only suffice to
"say that the Scheme aims at streamlining the
system in the Accountant Cenerals and similar
offices so that there may be prompt and effi-
cient disposal of the matters that come before
it, The employees are there to do the work
that comes before them, They are nct really
concerned as to how the C&AG and the Govern-
ment want the work to be done. The employees
would only be concerned if they were adversely
affected in regard to pay, emcluments ana
other service conditions,"

XX XXX ‘ L OXXXX XXX

"n70, 1t is, therefore, evident that 80 per cent
Section Officer transferred to the Audit side
would get a mrew pay scale i.e. 650-1040, This
has been explained in the scheme as essential,

| -
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for the audit work reyuires specialised work.

The other change is that the Senior Auditors would
get the scale of Rs 425-800 but the point is that
all those who have opted for the Audit side are
to be considered for the Audit side unless they
decline Lo go to that side when their turn comes
or they get a promotion in the Accounts side
itself, UWe do not see any discrimination in
this., With regard to the other pay scales, they
are the same for both sides. There is a better
pay scale for group D' peons. UWe see no
discrimination there too. UWe may reiterate once
again that all those who have opted for the Audit
side and have not been placed on that side,
their names are included in a Waiting List and
they are to be considered before any direct .
recruitment is resorted to. This is ample safe-
guard for all those who have opted for the Audit
side but have not been absorbed at present in

the Audit side, It is also clear that all those
who have applied for the Audit side cannot be
absorbed immediately--the number being in excess
of the posts available on the Audit side. It is,
therefore reasonable for the C&AG to have
provided in the Manual for this alterngtive
arrangement for them. Dn our opinion, there is
neither any discrimination nor any illegal ity in
this part of the scheme, Consegyuently, we find -
no merits in the arguments of the learned .counsel
for the Petitioners on this point."

13.  UWe are in respectful. agreement wi th the conclu-
sions reached in the aforesaid three descisions. In
these circumstances, ué do not find it . necessary to
examine afresh whether the restructuring scheme intro-
duced from 1.%.84 vas vitiated by the vice of discri-‘
mination during the period it ués in force from

1.4.84 to 31.3.87. |

14. That leaves for consideratidnithe_Contention
oflthe iearned counsel of the applicants that in
Nanjund aswamy's case the judgement was rendered
without conéidering the earlier judgement of the
Jodhpuf Bench in the casz of Central Excise & Customs
non-gazetted of%icerséigét the present applicatiun

should be disposed of following the latter judgement,
W
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15, Qe have perused that judgement., It is true that
the Judhpur Bench. has directed that though the parity
of pay scales betuéen the officers of the Income=tax
Department and the asplicants has again been brought
abqut from 1¢.1.86 by implemenﬁing the Fourth Pay
Commission's recommendatiuﬁs in this behalf, it,
nevertheless, found that such orders should be given
effect to from 1.1.83 when a discrimination was made
between the pay scéles of the tuo groups. A careful
perusal of that judgeme%t shows that this direction
was issued in entirely different circumstances., Admi-
(i.e. Income-tax Inspectors &bci= Inspectors)
- ttedly, the tuo groupséyere not getting the same pay
scales and this disparity continued for quite some time.
For the first time, the Third Pay Commission considered
the matter_in defail and recommended the same pay scale
for theilnépectors in the Cen£r31 Exci se and Cuétoms
and Preventive Department-~coupled uith-certain recommen=
dation regérding recruitment--which was accepted by the
GCovernment. . The scale prescribed was Bs 425=-800 and was
given to both groups. 1t was then that the officials
of the Income—tax'Deparfment clamoured for a higher pay
‘scale. Ultimately, the matter was decided by arbitration.
It has been found by that Bench that before the prbitrator
the Gouerhment of India resisted the claims of the inmme
Tax Gfficers on ‘the ground that if that claim was
.admifted, it would be necessary to extend the benefit to
the officers of the Central Excise and Customs Depart-
ment also. 1t was held by the Bench that the mere fact

that an Arbitrator who considered only the claims of

@ \
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income~tax officers, increased the pay scafe to ks 500-9680
will not detract from the basic fact that officials

of the tuwo Departments have tq be trested on par as

‘was recommended by the Thi:d Pay Commissi on, Thet apart,
on the-conclus;on ofzgsbiimaiinnx; proceedings relating
to the income=-tax of%icers, the case of the Central
Excise and Qustoms Insuyecturs fK®x was not referred for
arbitration as a decision had alfeady been taken by the

' Government to set up the Fourth Pay Commission.

16. Thus, there are—basic di fferences betueén the

two cases. Thé‘Pay scale; of inspectors of Central

Excise and Custums and the Incume-tax Inspectors were

different till about 1973, 1t is the Third Pay Commission

which recommended parity and recommended R 425-800 for

bdth groups., This was given effect to from 1.1.73. 1In

the present case, tﬁere was é parity between the Audit

Staff and the Accounts Staff till 1.,3.84 on uhi ch date

the new restructuring scheme was intruduced which

bruught into egistence a dispafiﬁy in the pay scales based

on certain relevantvprovisioﬁs. That apart, in the

formeyr case fhe Government éontended before.tﬁe Arbitrator

that the Central Excise and Customs Inspectors were
Inspectors

doing similar work as the mﬁﬂkxnxxéof Income~tax Depart=-

ment. In the present case there is ne such admission,

Lastly, in the present case, the difference in the treat-
ment meted out te the Audit staff and Accounts staff
of the Indian Audit and Accounts Departmwent has been

upheld by twoc judgements,

e

¥
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17. For these reasuons, we are of the vieuw that the
decision of the Jodhpur Bench is distinguishable and has
been rendsred in totally different circumstances which are

not replicated in the present case.

18, UWe are, therefore, of the view that there is no

merit in the claim thét the Annexure-D decision dated

- 12.6.,87 implementing the revised pay scale from 1.4,87

only should be made effective from 1.3.84.

19, Fﬁrthar; the withdrawal of the writ petition filed

in the Supreme Court (vide para 2,7 supra) carries with it
an implication tHat the parties would abide by the
recomuendation of the Fourth Pay Commission. The rscommen-
dation of that Pay Commi ssion has beein accepted, It is also
ég;;éet that no recommendation of the Pay Commission has
been given effect from a date earlier than 1,1.86., For this

reason also the aforesaid prayer is liable to be dismissed,

20, That leéves for considération the question whether ﬁhe
Ann,D decision should net have been implemented from 1.1.86
with.effecf from which almostiall recommendations regarding
revision of payvscales have been implehented. The ahly
defehce of the respondents is as follous:

"The Commission candidly stated that any recommen=-
dation of this aspect was not witnin its purivew but
nevertheless suggested that the recommendations relating
‘to the general pay scales applicable to all Central
Govt. employees could be given effect from 1.4.1986
whereas 'other recommendations' could be given effect
from the date to be decided by the Government keeping .
in view the relevant aspects, including the admini-
strative and accounting work. Since grant of scale of
ks 2000-3200 was not replacement of any old scale but
was urder restructuring of the posts in the Departmenta=~
lised pccounts Offices, it required consideration and
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decision as 'other recommendatiun! and the
Government after taking into account all relesvant
factors decided that higher pay scale should be
granted from 1.4,87.% '
21. We have considered this issue carefully. We do
not see how the pay scale K 2000-3200 cannot be considsred
to be a 'general pay scale' for the group of psople for
uho&;t was recommsnded, The Commission's recommendation
having been accepted by Government there was no difficulty
in giving effect to it from 1.1.86 from which date the
general revision of pay scales was given effect to. The
decision of the Govemment to implement the récommendation
of the Fourth Pay Commission's recommendation from 1.4.87
only cannot, therefore, be upheld., In this regard, ue aré

in full agreement with the decision of the Bangalore

Bench of the Tribunal in Nanjundaswamy's case.

22. Accordingly, we dispose of this application with
a direction that the benefits granted from 1,4,87 by
the order dated 12.,6.87 (And;kurero) shall be granted
to the applicants from 1,1.1986 and they shall be
granted all consequential benefits within tup months

4

from the date\if receipt of this order.
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XA t<Haridasan) (N.V.Krishnan)

Member (Judicial) ‘ Member (Administrative)

21.1.92
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/ JUDGEMENT

(Hon'ble Shri AV Haridasan, Judicial Member)

This revieu application has been filed by the applicants
in the original application challenging the wisdom of our finding
' ' weve. o
on grouds uhich ?%t’?rged and were not found acceptable. No new

point of law nor any additional new material is brought out in

the R.A. which if brought to our notice sarlier, weuld have

. t
persuated us to take a different view., The ruling of the

Hon'ble Supbsme Court reported in AIR 1989 SC, 1215 was rendered
in an entirély different set of facts and circumstances which

have no'applicatian to the case on hand at all. It is admitted

..2...
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that the respondents in the D.A; have filed an SLP'challenging
the order sought to babrevieued and that the SLP is now pending
before the Hon'ble Supreme Cburt,l‘lf the applicantsiare»aggrieved
by the decision, it is open for them to raise their gontantionv
befaore the an;ble Supreme Court. In this péckground, we do not

find any ground to ravieu the order dated 21.1.1992 in OA-411/89,

R.A, fails and therefore it is dismissed without any order as to -

costs,

(ARV HARIDASAN) - _ (PS HABEEB M;;Zm-o)
JUDICIAL MEMBER ADMINISTRATIVE MEMBER
5-11-1992
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