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officer in .1.1  & 2D ae in the respective higher scales.Govt.may 
plac 	 decide the fler of posts to be in the sca 	of (i) 1400-2500 and (ii) 

in the other organjse accounts 
cadres taking this factor 'into Consideration 
other accojnt5 post may be ' gi 	 .0 

ven the scales rerflnd 	in Chap.," 

From thi it neges that the Pay CORunissiOn made two recen_ tjon 'i.e.: 

' 	TM
(i) there should be broad Parity in the pay 

scales  
of staff in 

the Th & D and other ccoufltS organisat0 3. 

the scales of pay of Rs.1400_2000 and 
. 00  'should be treated as functional 

(grades) requiring 'promotion as ' per norl procedure 	The flth' 
of posts to be placed in these Scales to be dGjd by the Govermen

t " 
So far as the first part of the 

reonendatiohs is concrn, it 
has been imPleiliented and there is no djø€ 

- 	-.0 same. Th 
second part. of the recOMnendations  

	

scales 	 e1áte5 to the treaent of the 
of pay of RS.1400_2000 and Rs.20

00_3200 as functionai 
grades requiring profloti0 as per norjil procedure and also the 
flUffr of posts to be 

placed in these scales of pay. ThPay 
 

COicon also obs-?rved that in respe 
the 	 ct of other recndatjo ns  will have to  t ake SPQC•1fjc decisions to give effect frori a suitable 

date keeping iny3 all' the relevant aects 
ccordingly t 

he Governnt had to examine and decide the flUIT)er 
of posts to be p1ad in tb 

ase scales of PaYand a final eciSion was 
taken in the year 1987 and PrOmoti 

norual 	
0 were to be made as procedure 	The 	 per 

fore the 'GOvernént issued Off ice fla'i 
that theaojntments tq the extent 
	

thnber o posts Should 
madc with effec fran ,4.87, The Full 
th 	Offi 	 3ench havingnot 	that cos 

 be'onging to both wings 'do the same 
conclud 

	

	 type of 	rk, that the  
Principie of egual pay and equai work is fully 



4PPlicablO in the Ce of the persoel belonging to the 	OUnt 
wing, The Full Bench interpret. the recOjTn 'efld ions of the Pay Colrbrd ssiOn  as to 

mean that both the wings would not only get the 
revjs 	

scales of pay but they would also get ftojn the sarrie date. 
It ultimte 	

held that there is no aarent rason to gie 

different dates of iileaon to the Inanbers of the Nccounts 

	

Wing and that the Off jc 	
dated 12.987 is Violative of Article 14 of 

the Constitution of India and it acoordingjy 
nfird the ViOw taken by the Bangao.r0 Bench. 

It may not be necessary to refer to 
this 	 arious decisions of 

	

Court on the scope of article 14 Part icu1arly 
	the qu  of 	discrijpjnat lOfl S 	

estion 
uffice if we refer to few of th 

cited gui 

	

	 em which are 
t Often it is Well_S0ttl that equality before th 

law moans that among equals the law should be equal and should be equally administered and that 
lik2 should be treated 

However, the Priflcipl does not 	
alike. 

of 	 take away from the state th power 
Clas sifying persons for 1egitj 1 . 

ri 	 PUtPOS2S In 	fleerunj V. 	 C Mahboob 
(1953) S.C.R. 404 it was hold thus: 

I-29islature which hasto dl with diverse 

	

	 ea 
prbbJ- arising out of f1jt0 variety 

	

	 an 
of hUiii relations must, of 	necessity have the power 	king 

part icular 
have 

specj. 

	

	 of 'fla laws to attain objt. 	
d for that PJrpos 	!r st large powers of se1 

	

classification of persons and th 
0 	or 

ings upon which such laws are to Oporate 
In StateofWe 	

v, nwardiSkar (1952) S.C.R 224, it was held thus: 
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"The classification must not be arbitrary 
but irø.ist be rational, that is to say, it 
must not only be based on so qualities 
or characteristics which are to be found 
in all thepersons grouped Cogether and 
not in others ho -are left out but those 
qualities or characteristics must have a 
reasonable relation to the object of the 
legislation. 	In order to pass the test,, 
two conditions irust be fulfilled, 
naiTIely,(l) that the classification must 
be founded on an intelligible differc-ntja 
which distinguishes those that are 
grouped together from others and (2) that 
that differet 	must have a rt-iona1 
relation to thb object sought to be 
achieved by the 'ct, The differentia 
which is the basis of classjfiction and 
the object of the '\ct are distinct things 
and what is necessary is that there must 
be a nexus between them," 

In E.P.ROYaPPa  V. State of Tamil iadu &nr,, (1974) 2 S,C.R.34° 

t4sr, 
aneka Gandhi v, Union of India and Another• (1978) 1 S.C.C. 

248 	and 	Rainana 	Dayararn 	¶3hetty 	V. 

International 'irgrt luthorjt- v of India and C)thers (1979) 3 

S,C.C.489 this Court has held that. .ticl?.14•  strikes at the 

arbjtrarjnss in State action and ensures fairness and equality 

of treatment, In 	D,S.akar and Others V. Union of India 

(1983) 1 S.C,C,305 the above three decisions are rferred to and 

the ratio laid down is as under: 

"Thus the fundaj:nt-a1 principl is that 
.rtjcle 14 forbids class 1êgislation but 
perrnit- 	reasonable class1flt)0fl for the 
purpos of legisatjo which .classjfjtion 
must satisfy the tW1fl•tt5 of classification 
being foundc, on an Yntc1ligjb1 different-ia 
which disC in.guisp5 persons or things that- are groupedfrom those that are left out of the group and that. different-ia must have a 
rational nexus to the object sought to 
be achieved by the statqte in questi," 

In the instant case the question is whether there 
was 	arent 	reason 	to give 	different 
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dates 	of 
1 1enta  on 

of the 

	

	 of the recondation Pay 

In2ffbers 	
Commission in raspect  

	

of the 	 of the 

	

an 	
UfltS Wj and 

Off 	 Whether such 

	

Is not 	 rtic1 14 and l in any ma 
in dispje that after the report of the y 

	 the Governeflt Oflsider the matter and a 

	

of the reccRilendat.ons 	 ccept the SubStantiai part 

	

and gave eff 	to th Y 	th 	 revised a1 	of effc 	
1j• 	It is 

	

repo 	
clearly Indicated in the that in reoard to 	
ions 
 in her flatters the 

Goverent wifl have to take ecjfic decis0 to give effe to 
them fron a Suita1e date keeping in 
	

all there1ant IflCluding the ainistrati 
	 aspects  

re 	 and accounting work 	
The second 

of 
the  re 	ndat  . 	

re1at to treatrp 
nt of sca 

	

of RS.1400_2000 
and Rs 	 les of pay.  2000320O as 

fun01 grades requiriflg 

	

be pla 	in 

Promot0 pe as 	
r nor1 procure and also the flW 

these 	o 	 r of posts to 

	

scai 	
Ths, 

reconefldat. 	
clearly fali in th category of 

Other recThfld. 	
and the Pay 

ons 
  has Ifldca 

ons 	 in re 	of such  

	

recomfldat. 	
th 

Govcrnfrn wifl 
have t0 take decisions to give cffe frorn a 
	 specific 
sui 	

The Gover0 therefore had to take th decjsio in resp 
	of 

flthr of POStS 
to be p1a 	

in these 	
of 

pay0 I this 
COflfrCXt t is 

	

relevant to refer to Parag 	
.4 of the 0ffi

ted 12.5. 87•  
It reads as Under: 	 ce 	da 

ion 
 4) 	

The 	

regarding nuInr f post8 to 
be pl 

in th higher 
scales of pay has bee 

Ufldt 
the COnsirati on  

of the vernt 
and it. has

now been deci& that t ratio 

aced  
of umber of 

posts in 
high and lOwer 

Scales n 
the 

0UfltS cadres as well as 
in 	

Wing of the 
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IT & ?\D may be as follows:- 

i)Sectiion Off icer(SG) Rs.200062300-ET3-75.3200 	80% 
ii)Sect:ion Officer 	RS.1640-60-2600-EB-75-2900 	20% 
iii)Senior rccountant R$,1400-40-1600-50-2300--E13- 

60-2600 	 80% 
lv)Junior ?'ccountart 	Rs.1200-30-1560-EB-40-2040 	20% 

The designations in different Organised \ocoUntS 
cadres may be different. In such cases also the pay 
structure on these lines may be decided.0 

The Governnt, have to necessarily frame rules for aointuent to 

these functional grades and the Government de ided that those who 

have passed the Graduate exaxninat ion and who have coleted three 

years as Section Officer could be place in the category of the 

persons entitled to the scale of pay of Rs.2000-!3200 and the same 

} 	
post was redesignated as ssistant lccounts Officer which post was 

not there previously. 7 Circular dated. 17.8,87 makes this aspect 

clear • It can be seen that the category of officers who have to 

U be placed in the functionalgrade had to be decided by t 

Governm?nt and accordingly the Government took the decision in the 

year 1987. Therefore it is not correct to say that these officers 

who were subsequently p'aced in the functional grade belong to 

the sane group who were entitled to the respective scales in their 

own right on 1.1,86 Itself. It mi$t. be bornein mind, i-hat in 

order to enable the identification of posts and fitnent of proper 

persons against theu the Government had to take a decision, we 

have already noted that the. recou..undat ions of the Py O)rnnLission 

deal with parity of scales of pay of the staff in I.A. 

and 	otho 'CCOUntS organisat ions after holding that 'udit and 

cccUnts wings fnct ions are comp1nentary. But the Pay 

Commission also pointed out that the posts in the scales of pay of 

Rs.1400-2000 and Rs.2000-3200 should be treated as functional 
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grades requiring pronot ion as per norinal procedure and it was left-
to the Goverent to decide about 1-he numxr of posts to be placed 

in these scales. Paragraph 4 of the Office r'erro dated 12.5.97 

deals with the later part of the reconnendations and clearly 

provids for the identification of the posts carrying somewhat 

higher responsibjitjes. and duties and for an exercise to be 

vndertakenfor fittjg the senior and suitable persons against 
these postsi. The Qoverruftent. after due consideration decided the 

issue. The Circular dated 17.8,87 clearly shows t' hat som of the 

posts are ideflt.ifjed a belonging to the higher functional grade 

and accordingly issued inst-rU t:ions in àonforrnity with its Office 

.9emo outed 12.6.87 and accordingly they were given the benefit 

with effect from 1.4.87. 

One of the SOMissiOnS of the ..earned counsel for the 
respondents is that the persons Et1locate to the ccounts 

wing,who 
possessad similar qualificat icns before and after entry into the 
Departn-ient, were performino dus of saie nature, as those 

allocated to the udit wing, n3that bing so, allowing them 

lower scales of pay than those e1loed t0 the udit wing was 

violatjvc. of rtic1s 14 and if of the Constitution. It is true 

that all of thei before restructuring belonged to one Department. 

But that: by itself cannot, be 'a ground for attracting riies 14 

and 15 of the Constjtutj0 	?\s a1rdy mentioned the new posts 

have to be identified as indicated by the Pay Commission and 
thereafter the 

'WlcmentatiOn of the recrnendatjons in reec t. 
of higher scales can be done, The Full3ench as well as the 

Fangaore Feih of C:'T have not correctly interpreted the scope 



of 	the recoiindat ions, 1' coubined reading of the Pay C=mission 

Report and the Qfeice Metro makes it abundantly clear that the 

second set of the recoirntendat ions could only be given effect to 

after identifying these posts. For that purpose the whole matter 

is. reqtired to be examined and the necessary decision has to be 

thken. In.this context it is also necessary to note that the post 

of 714sistant. ccounts Officer was not in existence earlier which 

is now Drought under a functional grade. For that purpose 

necessary rules have to be fraid prescribing the eligibility etc. 

and the senior 4ccountants who have completed three years' regular 	
f 

service in the grade are upgraded to this post, It is evident 

that all this could have been done only in the year 1987 and in 

the said organised 7ccounts office higher scales of pay were given 

with effect from 1,4,87 i.e. fromthc beginning of the financial 

year. We are unable to see as to how the respondents can insist 

that they trust be given higher scales with effect from 1.1,85. 

This claim is obviously based on the ground that. some of the 

Officers belonging to the udit wing -wre given scales with effect 

from 1.1.86. ut it must be borne in mind that they were eligible 

on that date for the higher scales. Likewise some of the Officers 

of the 	ount.s wing who were eligible for higher scales were also 

given. 	But. with referencc to the second part of the 

reirurendations categories of posts in the functional grades in 

the Accounts wing had to be identified and created. The. 

respondents who got thatt benefit of being upgraded now cannot 

claim that they oust also be given same scales like others in 

respect Qf whom the tcomnndations of the Pay Coiruiiission were 

r 
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given effect to With effect, from 	There is a clear 

distinction between the two categories, Therefore, the SUniSsjon 

that 	
giving two different dates of implementation of the 

recu(fldt ions in 
reect, of these two categories of personnel of 

the ioLJr)ts wing and the 
udit wing Offends 'rtic1es 14 and IS, 

is 1iab.e to be rejected. 

The FuU Sench of C\T further held that i 	& A.D. 

consist-s of two wings and both should get the same scales of 

Pay and there is nothing in the report of the Pay Commission to 

indicate that these were to be separted'and daIt with 

sepat, 	
It also held that bifurcation was done only for the 

purpose of specialisat- ion andlefficie
My and not to create two 

separaee organisat-jons Relying on this and other similar 

observations made by the Tribuna', the learned counsel sunitted 

that , since all. ofthem do the san 	k they should be treated 

alike and the principle of equal Pay for equal work is very much' 

attracted. We see no force in this submission it must 
be 

that the Pay Commission Report cear1y indicated that aft-er 

bifurcation certain post-s in the Coounts wing should be declared 

to be brought. into the fnctjonal grdes and thereafter tha 

higher scales of pay should be paid to the Offic
2rS fitt-d in such 

grades, it may be noted that before bifurcation all ofthen 

belonged to one Departirpne and as such all those officers of both 
the wings who were entitled to the scales of pay frri 1,1.6, have 

been granted the saaQ with effect from that- date but with regards 

the post.s that were to be 'identified and brought into the 

fwrtiionai grados in future, the higher scales of Pay cannot be 

made applicable retrospectively 'i,e with effect. from 	It 
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cannot be said that on that date the posts identified subsequently 

were also in cxisten. In such a situation the principle of 

equal pay for equal :rk is not attracted as on 

In ll India Station Masters' and .?\ssist.ant. Station 

Masters' .ssociation & Others v, General Manager, Central Railways 

and Others (1960)2 S.C.R,311 this Court hold as under; 

"It is clear that, as between the mentxrs 
of the same c)s, the question whether 
conditions of service are the saue or not 
may well arise. If they are not,, the 
question of denal of equal 
Qpportunity will require serious 
consideration in such cases Does the 
concept of equal opportunity in, matters 
of employment apply, however, to 
variations in provisions as between 
mefiters of different classes of 
employees under the State? In our. 
qpinion, the answer must be in the 
negative. The concept of equality can 
have no existence except with reference, 
to matters which are cmnon as, between 
individuals, between whn equality is 
predicated. Equality of opportunity in 
rnt.ters of employment can be predicated 
only as between persons, who are either 
seeking the saiir employment, or. have 
obtained the same employmnt ." 

Proceeding further 	urt. held thUs: 

"There is, in our Opinion no escape from 
the conclusion that equality of 
opportunity in matters of promotion, irust 
iaean equality as between meubers of the 
same class  of employees, and not equality 
between memrbers of. separate, independent 
classes." 

The san-e principle was later confirmed in thei  case of Kishori 

hanlal takshi v, rinion of India,?,I.R. 1962 S.C,1139. 

The above ratio has been followed in Unikal-  Sankunni 

Menon . v. The State of Rajasthan (1967)3. S,C,R, 430.wherein this 

/ 
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Court ObserveJ as under. 

RIt 
is entirely wrong to think that every 

One, aPPOifltC to the sa 
	post, is entit1 	

to claim that he 	
be paid 

iVPOintod
dentical 

	

	
as any other person o th sa 
post-, disrcgardjg the method of recrujjt- from whiCh the Offior the source  

app intrit to 	cer is drawn for 
e9Uality 	thet post, No Such 
7rt,j of 

is requj 	eitr by 	 re.14 or 
In 	

the COnstt-0 

v, 	
(1953) SUppl4 2 S.c.R,19 

thIs CStiOn has been Considered d it is held that 
of denial of 	

oP 	 the CStj on  r€uIt 	
arise o 111 

Of the sa 	
y 	

mbers me c1 	
and that it 

was Open to 
theoverent t 

	

constitute two distin 	 o 
servjc •O 

émp1oye3 doing the same Work but 	Sub ject to. different COflt0 
of service Th 	u flc1ud 	

that the aSS 	 rt a1s 	u0 that-. 
pay 	 work st reiye equ  was not 	 me

Correct and that.it 
 ws also not correct to sa 

y that 
If 	th 	

was °3ity in pay, and work 
there inut be ea1ity of Service 	 in 

fldIt-i0  

- 

Having given our earnest cOflsidert- 10n 
th the 	 we are Unable to 3gr 	Wi 	VIC 

tak by the Fullench of CT Princip of 	pay for 	
that the 

 ea1 Work is attrt-d irr ectjv of 

l97 	There is 

fact that 
t Poets were Identifj and upgraded in tbe ear 
n disput- 	 y

that after su 	graajtI0 	Officers 
in both the Wings who are doing the ea1 work are being paid 

pay. 	
t that- CaOt be Said to be 

thesituation as 
Well 

on 1.1,85 als0, The learned counl, however, sut- that- 
th 	recofl&fldat- jo 	

of the P.y .Thfli$Sion Wh 	 shoUld be aepFed as a o1 	in r spet- of all thècatg0j5 
of nployees context h re1i 	 In this 

 on two decisions of thi
s  CO urt 
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1 

Lal and Others v. Union of India and another (1973) 1 S,c.C, 651 

a question came up whether the rpbrt of the Second Pay Commission 

did not deal with the case of those petitioners. It was held 

thus: 

Either the Government has made reference 
in respect of all 'Gqvernrnent employees or 
it has not, •Eut if it has "made a 
reference in respect of all Government' 
errployces and 'it accepts the 
reconnendat ions. it is bound to inpinent. 
the recom.mendations in respect of all 
Govrnrnent employees, If it does not. 
impleiint the reot regarding some 
employees only it carunits a breach" of 
Zrticles 14 and 16 of the Constitution. 
That is what the Coverntent has done as 
f3r as.these petitions areconcerned," 

In P.Parameswaran and Others v, Sretary to the Government of 

India (197) Suppl. 3.C,C. 18 in a short judgient this Court 

observed that because of the administrative difficulties the 

Government cannot deny the benefit of the revised grade and scale 

with effect from January 1,1973 as in the, case of other persons. 

There is no dispute tht. in the instant case the t.s 

of reference of Pay Corruiiission applied to all the categories of 

Government servants. 7ut the question is as to from which date 

L the other category referret.o above'namely Assistant ccounts 

Off icer etc, should get the highk scales 'of pay... Identificat ion 

of 	these posts and the upgradat ion cannot be treated as mere 

administrative difficulties, The implementation 'of the 

L 
	recoamendat.ions of the Pay Commission according to the terras 

thereof itself involved this exercise of creation of. posts after 

ldentlficat3pn which naturally took some time. Thcrefore the above 

decisions relied upon by the learned counsel are of no help to 

I 
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the respondents. 

For all the above reasons we set aside the orders 

questioned in all these Civil 	ea1s and accordingly allow t.h. 

In the circumstanos of the cases, there will be .no order as to 

costs. 

V 
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% ''D.Noe.4293-98/88 etc. 

SUPREME 0OtT CP TNDIA 
NEW DELHI. 

/L 
tththe 	May• 19920  

From: The Regta.-'tudicial), 
Supreme Ct of India, 
New Delhi. To: 

 e

Thegistrar, 
al Administrative fribunal, 
lore Bench 9  

angalore. 

CIVIL APPEAL NOS.772 to' 777, 1085 to 10909 
535 to 540, 705 to 725 945 to. 974, 1043 tQ 
10639  1024to 10429 733 tô738, 739 to 747, 
726 to 7329  997 to999, 3117, 1064 to1084, 
1000 to 10239  975 to 99.6 of 1989, 3623 to 
3625 7  3698 to 3704, 3705 to 3714 of 1988 
an&3678 of •1982. ' 	.. 	. 

The Account General (Accounts)i 
Bangaipre & 3 Os. Qte,etc.. . 	 . .Appeilants. 

Versus 	. 	. 	 . 

Mr.Nanjunda Swamy & 5 Ore. etc.etc. 	..Respondents. 

Sir e  
In continuation of this Registry's letter of even number 

dated the 12th/17th February, 19929  I am directed to 

transmit herewith .for.necessary action a certified copy each 

of the Decree dated the 41h February, 1992 of the Supreme 

Qop.rt in the said appeals. 

The Original Record in Civil Appeal Nos.535 to 540 of 

19894  3117 of 1989 and 3678 of 1989 will follow. 

Please acknowledge receipt. 

7Ur)fairjhf Y9 

for Registrar udiclal). 



XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXZ 	 Dat•d 	,3uly, 1992. 
xxxxxxxxxxxxxx 

r*i. o? P.N221327 Ig 1332/86(TJ 

To 

The Rsqistrar(3udicial), 
Supreme Court of India, 
Now Delhi, 

Sub: CIVIL APPEAL NOS.772 to 777, 1005 to 10900  
535 to 5409  705 to 725, 945 to 974, 1043 to 
10630, 1024 to 1042, 733 to 730, 739 to 747 
726 to 732, 997 to 999 0  3117, 1064 to 1084, 
1000 to 10239  975 to 996 of 1989, 3623 to 
3625, 3698 to 3704, 3705 to 3714 of 1988 
and 3678 of 1989. 

The Accountant Genersl(Accow4s), 
8ang.lor. £3 Or., etc.etc. 	 ..ppell.nt. 

Versus 

Pr.denjunda Swamy & 5 Or.etc.tc . 	.,.Raapondents. 

Sir, 

I em directed to ref: tc y;ur letter 
D.$0s,4293.98/88 ate, deted 29,5,92 with which certified 
copies each of the decree dated 4.2.92 of the Supreme 
Court in the above mentioned appeals were forwarded to 
this Registry and to say that the some is hereby acknaw.. 
ledged. 

The oridinel record in Civil Appeal Nos.535 to 540/89 
3117/89 and 3678/89 pertaining to which this Registry's 
files O..Nos.39 to 44/88 Smt.V.Chandra and 5 Others Vs. 
A.C.A £• ( and Others, 0.949/88 R.K.Kumar Vs. ACA&E and 
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XX XX XX XXXX XXX XXX 
XXXXXXXxXXXXXX 

Others and O.P.85/89 - 	.G.3.gdeehw,ra Ra 	and Others Vs.G&E and Others raspectivelyZelnt by this Registry. may please be returned as early as pouible 

Your, faithfully, 

(N.RAmMURTHY).. 
for 	DEPUTY R(CISTRRR (3). 

Copy with a copy of the letter under reply with a copy 
each of the certified copy-of the decree datod 4.2.92 
of the Suprsme.Court for the ralavant riles namely 

A. !os. 
 1327 	32/86 772-777/89 
 28-33/88 1085-1090/89 
 39-44/88 

- 535-540/89  5- 43456/88 705-725/89 
 315-344/88 	- 

- 	 945-974/89 
S. 526..546/88 1043.1053/89 
7. 548-566/89 1024--ifl.'" 
B. 632-637/88 

 
 
63&..545/88 
647-653/88 

73974,/E: 
726732/Pc 

11l, 769-771/88 997-99/E? 
12. 949/88 3117/L 
13, 283..303/88 106 

 121-132/88 & - 

R . .29-40/88 1000-1023/89 
 218-239/88 975-996/89 
 46/88 3623-3625/88 
 625-631/88 3698-3704/88  253-262/88 3705-3714/88  85/89 3678/89 

for record. 

0~6—(W.RAMAMURTHY) 
for DEPUTY RECISTRIiR(3). 
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	Ce ed t be a truecopy - 

IN THE STJPREIME COURT OF INDIA 
Assistant Registrar (hidl.) 

CIVIl, APPELLATE JURISDICTION Supreme Court of Indi 

u'vJJ ApP4, NOS.1024 G 1042 	OP I (Appealg by 	Tii 	from the Judent and Order dated the 7th ApzU 1968 
lr1bua19 	 of the Central Admin1s,rative 
56 	 gore Beeh, Bagaloren pp oo6 of 	t 	No 54$ to 
1, The Accountant General, 

(Account5.a,d titiement) 
Karnataka, Banga1or, 

29  The Co mDtrolje:L* and Auditor 
General of India, No.10, 
Bahad Shah Zafar Marg9  New Delhi.0 

3, The Government of India, 
by its Secretar. 
Ministry of Iinance, 
Department of Ecpendjture 
New Delhj. 	

o.Apellanta. 
. 	Versus 

$ 

	

	I . 8b'j 	d.a.Zva  2,Sbrl hrma 3. 8. 
4. Sbzi C 
5,. •Sbr1. R.2a1Va. 
6. 8kuj, I,S,Tjtfai 1a 
7, 
8. SrL 
9 Sbrt. B,R.Ian 

10. tui ff.S.RLhunat}ia ao 
:811i an  

kr.. 	ao 14. 8hr 	 1m,t 15, MXI At,Surya Karayazm, Jot* 16 0  Shj M.UC444: 17, ri 
184  Shz V.,Mudakavj 

ao Deewi 
to 19 ASGØtSnt 4Ac% 

ttioeze,.. 
OtfLce ot the 
hmexaj U.)., .... 

Ban I o560 001 :. 	.Jeepon4ants. 



:2: 

CORAM: 
HON'BLE MR. .JTICE LAL.IT  MOHAN SIRMA  

HONBLE I. J'1TICE KJAYACHANDRA REDDY 	 \ 

	

For the Appellants: 	,KTeS.TU19 g  Additional Solicito \••\ 
General of India, 
Mi 0N.NGOSWaIflY, Senior Advocate, 
114/s 0A.Suoba Rac,CV0SeQ and 	\\ 	

f'\• 

P,ParmesWarafl, Advocates with1hem) \ 

	

Po PepoMøflt NO.9 	f ,LJcnpb. irn3ay Kmsr ai 
Advooftte$. 

The Appeals above-mentiOfled along with other connected 	. S•. 

matters being called on for hearing before this Court on the 

11th 9  12th, 13th and 17th days of DeQeb?r, 1991
9  1OI\T 

perusing the record and hearing counsel for the 

Court took time to consider its Judgment 

and the appeal5 being called on for Judgment on the 4th day 	• 

of February 9  1992, THIS COURT DOTH in allowing th1 appeal5 

ORDER: 

1 1 	THAT the Judgment and Qrder datQd the 7th piii, 188 

of the Cent'al Administrat- i.ve Tribunalq BangalOre jBencn, 

Bangalore in LpLoation W06.548 to 566 of 1988 

be and ia hereby set aside and Application 

566 	198 	filed by the respondent, hereinibofOre  

the aforesaid Central Administrative Tribunal be jnd ae 

hereby dismissed) 	 1 

2i 	THAT the'e shall, be no order as to costs of teeo 

appeals in this Court; 

. .3/- 



IN THE SUPPEIME COURT CF INDIA 

CIVIL APPELL4TE JTJRISICTION 	 .0 

OIVIL APPEAL N0L1024 TO 1042 OP 19?9. 
N-- 

The Accountant Gener1, 
(Accounts andntit1ement) 
Krna-;aka 9  :Eangaiore and 
2 Ore 	 ..Appe1nts 

Versus 

$hri G,$uL 	18 craw ..Re8pondefltø. 

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 9  
BANCALOR3  

Appijoatt.ozi N08.546 tD 566 of 1988. 

DECREE ALLOWING THE 1PPEALS WITH 
NO ORDER A$ TOQOT 

av QfPthruarv .1  99? 

'9 
4vv 	?a 

I 	Advocate on z'eaoz O.r the Appeflanta. 
1fS.ø BeI, 

Adivoc ale on Z'eoo;rd tO2 Respondent No.9 

FAM 

A 



a 

I 

A ND THIS C OTJRT 	PT} 	t 

be punctually observed and carrod into xci±°fl 

conôerned; 

WITNES the ETonble hi adhuka.r JEliralal Karia, Chief 

Juatico of India .t the Lrreme Court 9  New De]jii. 9  dated 

ts the 4th day of Pebruary, 1992. 

(J .K.RAWAL) 
ADDITIONAL RGI$TBAR. 


