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4 officer in Ia & AD are in the respective higher
' scales.Govt.may decide the nuniber of posts to m
Placed in the scales of (i) 1400-2500 ang (ii)
Rs,2000-3200 jp the other organiseg accounts

other accounts' post "'may be ‘given the scales
recoinmended ip Chap,8," : ‘

From ‘this it |merges that the Pay Conunission made two recommenda-

tions i,e,;
. Of - staff ‘jp the 13 § ap and other Accodnts.

(i1) the scales of Pay of Rs.1400-2000 ang
Rs,2000~3200 ‘should ¢ treated as functional

(grades) requiring Proimotion. as - Per - normaj

pr‘oc‘edure,”_ The numbey of post§ to be Placeg in
30 far ag the first paft of the ‘recoa'nnénd;ations is »concerned, it‘
has been im_plemented and theré is‘dn;a dis,pute about thé same, Thg
Second part of ;t_he recon'unepdatior:)s zelfates to the treatment of the
scales of pay of Rs;l40042000 and vRs,ZIOOOjl3200 -as  functiona]
gradeé Iequiring pro;hot'ion as pef normal préCedure and also the
nuosr  of Posts to pe piac;ed in these scales of Pay. The Pay
Comnission also obsarveg that .-in _respeét of othzr recmmtendations
the Government will héve to "take speé-ific deci,Sion_s_ to give effect

from a Suitaple date keeping in view al;' the relevant aspects,

Accordingly the ‘Gove.rnmen't had t,o' eXamine ang QGcqu the number
of posts to be pla_c;ed in ﬁhese bcales '9_1:’ pay and a final decision
was taken in the "Year 1987 and prpmoﬁons w_é:evf':q b2 ;_nade as par
normal p'roc':edu_re.' Ijhezefo_ie the Go\ze;mqe‘n_t J;ssqéd Office Mamo
that  the appointllentsv':té the extené' of Tunber of pgﬁsts lspould be
made  with effect from 1,4;87,, The E@11_3e5¢h'paviqg'noted that
the officés ';&l.QDQiDQ ‘to'bqt.h wmgs do the same- t-ype of work ,

concluded that &_)9 Principle of equal pay and equal work s fully
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applicable in the case of the

wing. Th° Full E;nch 1nt“rprut°d thc r
Cbmm1551on as to mean that both the win

reV1s=d scales of pay but they would al
It ult1maf~ly held that th

dlfferen

so get from the same date,

t  dates of inmuementatlon to the members of the
wing and that the Off1c=

Accounts

tleino datOd 12.5,87 1s violative of

Article 14 of the

of dlscrlmlnatlon. Suffice if we refcr to few of them which are

cited- quite often, 1t

law should be equal and bhould be

equally admlnlstered and that lika should be frﬁated “alike,

However, the pr1nc1pl° does not takc away from the State the

Qf classlfylng persons for legitingte putpOS“S In mneeruhi§g
fegum _and ors, v, Mahboob B»ggm and ors. (1853) s,c.g, 404 it was

hecla thus: .

- "A Lkglslafuru which has’ to deal w1th
diverse pProblams arising out of
infinite variety of p

of Recessity  have the power of

t purpos; it’ mst
Ve Jarge pow9rs of selectlon :

In State of Wast Bgn al v, A\nwar ili Sarkar (1¢52) S.C.R, 224,
___.__.._-__f_____9._ | ——————=1_Sarkar >l .G,

was helc thus.

petsonnel belonglng to the \ccounta
ecmmnendatlons of the Pay

gs would not only get  the

i s

ere is no apparent  reason to give
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"The classification must not be arbitrary
but st be rational, that is to say, it
must not only be based on some qualities
or characteristics which are to be found
in all thespersons grouped together and
not in others who are left out byt those
qualities or characteristics must have a
reasonable relation to the object of the
legislation, In order to pass the tost,
two conditions must be fulfilled,
namely, (1) that the classification must
be founded on an intelligible differentia
which distinguishes thoso that are
grouped together from athers and (2) that

that differentiap must have a rational
relation to th object sought to be
achieved by the *ct, The Jdifferentia
, which is the basis of classification and
5| the object of the act are distinct things
: and what is necessary is that there must
be a nexus between them, "

FS
In E.P,Royappa v, State of Tamil Madu & “nr., (1574) 2 S,C.R.349

Msr, Maneka Gandhi v,

R

Union of India and Another (1978) 1 s.C.C,
248 ang ‘Ranaﬁa

Dayaram ____Shetty

V.
International Alrport

Muthority of India and others (1579) 3

5.C.C,485 this Court has held that Article 14 strikes at the o
arbitrariness in state action and ensurcs fairnzss énd equality ;
, v v i
of treatment, 1n L.S.Makara and Others v, Union of India ' <
H (1983) 3 §.C.C.305 the above three decisions are raferred to and 2
4 the ratio laid down is as unser, £
: "Thus  the fundamental principle” is  that E
rticle 14 forbids 'Class 'législation but )
; o SLMts - reasonable classification for the 3
L ' purpose of 1egislation_whi¢h‘ classification O
: st satisfy the twin tests of Classification
be}ng gounded on an jnteclligible differentia
which distinguishes persons or things that arc -
grouped together. from these that are left out
of .th@ group and that: differentia must havs a .
-rat;ongl_. Nexus to the -object sought to i
“be achieved Sy the statute in question.” _ ]

In the instant case the question is whether there
was apparent . reason to give different
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implementat ion. of the Fecommendat ions

Commission i, s - Iaspect  of the

’win'g and  whethoy such

is not jp dispu‘:_e that after the
Government Considereg the

of the recownendations and

category Of other

Cmunission itself has indica*:ed that

fecommengat ions

it jg

Femo dated 13, 5.87,

s it C—— el

j)
3
t
g
2
i
bl
8
A
Q
o
Ko
=8
3
Q
o]
&
P~
g
Q
a
e ooy AT




R e Tanad

L0 e e o

S

R  —

e ey

omes - i
At s e <2 3

:9:

- IN & D may be as follows:-

i)Section Officer(SG)  Rs.2000-6-2300-EB-75~3200 80%
ii)Section Officer Rs.1640-50~-2600~EB~75-2900 20%
‘iii)Senior nccountant  Rs,1400-40-1600-50-2300-EB-

o §0-2600 : - 80%
iv)Junior Accountant Rs, 1200-30—1560—28—40-2040 20%

The designations in different Organised Mccounts
cadres may be different, ‘In such cases also the pay
structure on these lines may be dec1ded " t

The Govarnient have to necessarily frame rules for ap901ntnent to
these functional grades and the Government decided that those who
have passed the Graduate exandnation and who have completed three
years as Section Officer could bo placed in the category of the
persons entitled to the scale of pay of Rs,2000v3200 and the same
post was redesignated as nssistant Accounts Officer which post was
not -there previously, M Circdlar dated 17.8.87 makes this aspeCt :

clear, It'can be seen that the category of officers~who have to

be placed in the functional grade had to b= decided by the

Government and accordingly tht Government took the decision in the
'yelar 1987, Therefore it is not correct to say that these officers
who ware '_subsequent‘_ly placed in the functional grade belong to
the same grodp vho mere'entitled to the respective scales in their
own right- on 1, l 86 itself, Tt must be.borne“in mind. that in,

order to enable the identification of posts and fitment of proper

. persons against them the Government had to take a decxsion, We

ha_ve already noted that the re comuendat ions of the Pay Commission

deal with parity of scales of pay of the staff in I.,A, & ?.D.

and other \ccounts organisations after holdlng that adit  and

v Accounts wings functions are complenentary. But the Pay

'Cbmm1351on 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 promotion as per normal procedure and it was left
to the Government to decide about. the nwnoer of posts to be placed
in these scales, ~ Paragraph 4 of the Office Memo dated 12,5,97

deals with the later part of thc recomnendations and clearly

providss for the 1dent1f1cat10n of fhe posts carrying somewhat

-higher respon51b111t1es and dutles and for an  exercise to be

undertakcn for f;tt;ng the senlor and suitable persons agalnst |
these posts, The govermuent after due con51derat10n decided the
issue; The Circular dafed 17.8. Q7 clearly shows that some of th:
posts are ide nt1f1ed as belonglng to the hlgher Functlonal grade
and accordlngly 1ssued 1nstruct10ns in conforndty W1th its Office
Memo agated 12 3.87 and accordlngly they were given thel,benefit

W1th effect from l 4, 87

One of the subm1351ons of the 1earnod ocounsel for the
respondents is that the persons allocatid to the Accounts wing,who

possess d s;mllar quallflcatlons before and after entryvinto the

n

Department , were performing Cutics of same nature, as these
allocated to the Tudit wing, zng that be ing so, allowing them
leyer scales of pay than thos: 2llowed to the 2udit wing Qas
violative of hrticlzs 14 and 16 of the Constitution, It is true
that a1l of them befors resfrucfurlng belonged to one Department

But rhat by 1tsclf cannof be a ground for attractlng \rtlcles 14
and 15 of the Constituflon As already mentionad the n«w posts
have to be 1dent1f1ed as indlcateo by tha Pay Comm1s51on and
thereafter the 1nplcmenfet10n of the recqwnendatlons in respect

of hlgher scales can bc_ donc, The Full '_anh as wcll as the

”angaloru' Dench of p,T haVu not. correctly 1nterpr sted the. scope
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of the reoomlendations. \ combined reading of the Pay Commission

'.Report' and the Office Memo makes it abundantly clear that the

second set of the recommendations couid only be given effect to

after identifying these posts. For that purpose the whole matter

is required to be examined and the necessary decision has to be

téken. In thlS context it is’ also necessary to note that the post

- of h551stant \ccounts hfflcer was not in existence ear11°r which

is now prought undcr a funcflonal grade. FPFor that purpose

‘necessary rulcs have to be fraued prescrlblng the el1glb11ity etc,

and the senior Accountants who have completed three years regular
service in the grade are‘upgraded:fo this post It is evident
that all this could have been done only in- the year 1987 and in
the said organlsed ﬂocounts offlce hlgher scales of pay were given
1th effect from 1, 4 87 i,e. from thc beglnnlng of the financial
year. we are unable to see as to how the respondents can insist
that they nust be given hlgher scales with effect from 1,1,86,
This claim 15 obvlously based on the ground that some of fhu
Officers belonglng to the Nudlt wing were glven scales with effect
from 1,1,86, Frut it must be borne in mind that. th~y were eligible
on that date for the higher scales, Likew;se some of the Officers
of the “ccounts wing Who were eligible for higheruscales were also
given, mut | with reference' to. the second' psr£ of the

reconmpndatlons categorles of posts in the functlonal grades in

the Accounts w1ng had to be identified and created, - The

respondents who got that benefit of being upgraded now cannot
c1a1m that they aust also be given same scales llke others in

';espect of “whon the rECommendat;ons of the Pay Coimission were
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given effect to with effect from 1.1, 86, There is a Clear

dlstlnctlon between the two categories, Therefore, the submission

that giving two dlfferent dates of 1mplementat10n of the

Lecamiendations in respect of these two categories of personnel of

the nocounts wing and the nudit wing offends Articles 14 and 1¢,

‘is liable to be rejected,

The Full Bench  of CAT further held that I.A. & A.D,

consists of two wings and both should get the same scales of

Pay -and there is nothlng in the report of the Pay Commission to

indicate that these were

sepagately. It also held that oifurcatlon was done only for the

purpose of spec1allsation and eff1c1ency and not to create “two

separate organlsatlons : Relylng on this and other similar

observations made by the Trlbunal, tbe lcarned counsel subnlttﬁd
that since all.of tth do the- sane wo:k they should be' treated
alike and the Principle of equal pay for equal work is very much'

attracted' ~We sec no force in thls submlsS1on It must be not g
that the Pay Commission Report clearly indicatzd that after
blfurcatlon certaln Posts in the ’ccounts wing should be doclared
to be brought into the functional grades and thercafter thz

hlgher scales of pay should be paid to tht OfflCetb fitted 1n such

gradcs It may on noted that befort blfurcatlon all of +th

un

longed to on2 Departuent and as such all those offlcers of both
the w1ngs who wtre entltled to the scalas of pay from l 1.36, have

been gtanted the same w1th effect from that datt but with rzgards

the posts that wers to be 1dent1fied and brought into the

functlonal grades 1n future, the hlghet scales of pay cannot b2

made applicable retrOSpectJvely i,e, with effect from 1,1.86. It

to oe separateo and dealt with
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cannot be said that on that date thé posts identified subsequently
were 3lso in existence, In such a situation the principle of

equal pay for equal?;'work is not attra_r:ted as on 1.1.8€,

In ’\ll 'India St,at«ion Masters' and .:\ssistant station

X

Masters' \ssocxatlon & Others v. seneral ‘1anager, Cenfral Rallways

and Others (1950)2 u.C R, 311 this Court held as under-

"'It is clear that, as between the members
- of the sane claSS, the question whether
~ conditionhs of service are the saie or not
may well arise, If they are not, the
question” of = ‘denfal ‘of ‘equal
opportumt-y Wil require - serious
consideration in such cases, Does thr
concept of equal opportumty in matter
of - eiployment apply, however, fo
variations in provisions as between
meimbers - of different classes of
employegs - under the State? In - our.
opinion, the answer must be in the
negative, The concept of equality can
have no existence except with -reference,
to matters- which are comnon as . between |
individuals, between whon equality is
predicated, Equality of opportunity in
matters of employment can be predicated
only as between persons, who are either
seeking the same errploynpni- or. have
obtaine c the same emplo;nnen’r "

Proc&dmg further tﬁe Court lréld thus-

"There is, in our opinion no escape from
the conclusion  that = equality - of
opportunity in matters of promotion, nust
mean  equality as between members of the
same class of employecs, and not equality
between mMrs of. s**parate, independent
claSses.

The same pr1nc1pl° was later conflrmed in the case of KlShOtl

Mohanlal Pakshl v, Union of Indla 7& .I.R., 1952 S .C. 1139

'I_‘he abov ratio has béen followcd in Unlkaf Sankunni

Menon - v, The Gtai'e of Rajasthan (1967)3 S C R, 430 wherem ﬂus




Court observed as under,

"It is entirely WIong to think that every
one, appointecd to the Sane post, is
entitled +o Claim that he must ne paig
identical emolunentg 3S any other person
aPpointed  t+q the san post, disregarding
the metheg of Lecruitnient, of the source
fron  whieah the Offjicer is drawn for
appointment to  that post, o Such
QQuality jg requireg Qither by nrt, 14 or
Art, 19 of the Constitution.'

In state of pyp+ Ve Joginder singh (1953) supp], » S.C,R, 169,

this question has been considered apg it is held that the quest jon

Constitute tye distinct services of.émployees doing the same work

eonditijons of service,

. Having given oyr earnest-consideration'we are unable tgq

GLEC with the view taken By the ?ull 3ench of CAT  that the

1987. There is.né dispute thét~afte; such upgradat jon, officers
in both thé wings whd Are doing the eguél work are being paig
equal pay.‘ Rut ﬁhat cahnot be saig to be  the situatiqn as
well‘qn 1.1,84 also, The learneg Counscl], howsver, Submitted that
the reconméndations of’the Pay,Commission shbuld b2 accepted ag a
whgle. in r¢Spect of al1 thé;categdriés of @ﬁployees. In this

cohtext he relieg On two' decisiong of fhié Court, 1 Purshotta)

M\
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Lal and Others v. Union of India and anothcr (1973) 1 s,c.c, 651

a questlon cainz up whcfher the report of th@ Second Pay Cbmmass1on
did npt deal with the case of those petitione:s,' It was held
thus: | |

"Either the Government has made reference
in respect of all Government employees or
it has not, -Put if ‘it has "“made a
reference in respect of all Government
employces and it accepts  the
recomnendations. it is bound to implament.
the recommendations in respect . -of ~ all
Govarnment employecs, If it does not
implement. the . report regarding . some
employeas only it commits a breach” of
Articles 14 and 15 of the eonsfltutton;
That is what the uovornment has done as
far as. these petltions are. concerned "

In P.Parameswa;an__apdlethers v, ecretary to the uovernment of
India (1997) Suppl: s.C.C., 18 in a short judguent thls Court
bS°rv0d that because of thn adnunlstratlve dlfflCUltleS the
Govermnent cannot deny the beneflt of the rev1sed grade and scale

W1th effect from Janusry 1,1373 as in thescase of other persons.

Theie is no dispute that in the instaht case¢ the terms
of reference of Pay ConmdsSion applied to all the categories of
Governmeﬁt sarvants, Put the questidn is‘as_to from which date
ehe other eategory'feferred‘to above:nanely Assistant Accounts
Offi;ery etc, should get the hiéhéf;scaies“bf pay. Identification
of these posts and the usgredétion cannot be treated es mere
administrative diffiéulties.. vThe implementafion of . the
zecommendations of the Pay Commlss1on accordlng to the terms
thereof - itself 1nvolv=d thlS °xer01se of cr°ation of. posts after
1dent;f;datzon whicb natu;al}y topk some.time.'Therefq:e the above

decisions relied UPQD,@Y tbé learned counsel are of no help to




the respondents,

For all thc above reasons we set aside the orders
quastionad in all these Civil App2als and accordingly allow them,

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

costs, 4
C."OO.I.00.000...QOVOQCQOO’OCCCJO
(LALIT MOHNN SHARMA)

TQ’E"rlq DELBI ..l....:.l.....Q.;...OIQCQOCOCOJ.

FESRUMRY 4,1392 (K, JMNYACHANDRA REDDY) -
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Cﬁkpb .Nos, 4293 98/88 etc.

SU.PREME COURT CF INDIA
NEW D@LdI. -

To: Th egistrar,
’ ntral Administrative Tribunel,
angalore Bench,
Bangalore.

GIVIL APPEAL NOS.772 to 777, 1085 to 1090,
535 to 540, 705 to 725, 945 to 974, 1043 to
1063, 1024 to 1042, 733 to 738, 739 to T47,
726 %o 732, 997 to 999, 3117, 1064 to 1084, ok
1000 to 1023, 975 to 996 of ¥989, 3623 to0 . i
3625, 3698 10 3704, 3705 to 3714 of 1988 /i
and*3678 of 1989, B 1

The Account General (Accounts).

Bangalore & 3 Ors. gtc.etc. - ..Appéllantsg | f
-Versus | tf - ' : ' o -1 . "N‘J;

Mr,Nanjunda Swany & 5 Ors. etc.étc.' ;,Respohdéhts.

Sir?' o

In cohtinuation of this Registry's lettef of even number
dated the 12th/17th February, 1992, I am directed to
transmlt herewith for.necessary aotlon a certlfled COpy each
of the Decree dated ‘the 4th February, 1992 of the Supreme
Court ;n the said appeals, _— ' 5
The Originél Record in Civil Appeal Nos.535 to 540 of
1989, 3117 of 1989 end 3678 of 1989 will follow.

Please acknowledge receipte.

trnfaithfully,

I

for Régistran/kéﬁﬁgcial),
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 XXXXXXXXXXXXXX XX - ' Dated Q7 .July, 1992,
- XXXXXXXXXXXXXX o T

File of A.Nop, 1327 to SQSZZSQ‘TI
Yo

The Registrar(Judiciel),
Supreme Court of Indis,
Neu Delhi,

e e

Sub: CIVIL ARPPEAL N0S.772 to 777, 1085 to 1090,
535 to 540, 705 to 725, 945 to 974, 1043 to
1063, 1024 to 1042, 733 to 738, 739 to 747
726 to 732, 997 to 999, 3117, 1064 to 1084,
1000 to 1023, 975 to 996 of 1989, 3623 to
3625, 3698 to 3704, 3705 to 3714 of 1988
and 3678 of 1989, , ‘

T e g Bt ____ R o

The Accountant General(Accounts),

Bangalore & 3 Ors, stc.etc. . eshppellents

Versus ‘
Mr,lanjunde Suamy & 5 Ors.eic.etc, «sRespondents,
Sir,

I em directed to refer tc ycur letter
D.B0s,4293-.98/88 etc, deted 29,5,92 with which certified
copies sach of the decree dstec 4,2,32 of the Supreme
Court in the sbove mentionsd appssls were foruvsrded to

this Registry and to say that the same is hereby acknouw-
ledged, ' .

- The oridinel record in Civil Appeal Nos.535 to 540/89
3117/89 end 3678/89 pertaining to {#hich this Registry's
files 0,2.Ko08.39 to 44/88 Smt.V.Chendra and S Others Vs,
A.G.A & E and Others, 0.R.549/88 R.K.Kumar Vs, AGASE and

0002/-

| iSSusfs Uwou@Q'DCQ%ﬁgh
S
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XXXXXXXX XXX XXX

Others and 0.8.85/89 - P.C.Jagdesghvers Rao and Others
Ve AGRAE and Others respectively

ént by this Registry

mey pleese be roturned as sarly as possible,

for ODEPUTY REGISTRAR

8
/. .
(n.nananuarnvzn

Yours feithfully,

(3).

Copy with a caby of the letter undar reply with e copy
each of the certified copy of the decree datad 4.2.92
of the Supreme Court for the relevant files namely

.A.Nos. _

1. 1327 - 32/86
2. 28-33/88
3. 39-44/88
4. 436-456/88 ~
S. 315-344/88 - - -
6. 526-546/88 o
7. S4B-566/88
8. 632-637/88
9, 638-645/86
10, 647-653/88
11, 769-771/88
12, 949/88
13, 283<303/88
14, 121-132/88 &
R.#,.29-40/88
15, 218-239/88
16. 4-6/88
17. 625-631/88
18, 253-262/88
19, 85/89

for record,

fo:

C.A.Nas,

772-777/89
1085-1090/89

;- $35-540/89

705-725/89
945-974/89
1043-1063/89
1024--40z:0 /22
733750/ 1
738-74F /60
726-.732/8°
897-53¢ /27
3917/¢E¢
10644028 /a0

1000-1023/83
975-396/89
3623-3625/88
3638-3704/88
3705-3714/88
3678/89

o Ko
(N.BARMRRURTHY)
DEPUTY REG ISTRAR(J).,




Cer ied T\ be a true copy
333924 o

Assistant Registrar (Judl.)

IN THE SUPREME COURT OF INDIA Supreme Court of Indi

CIVIL APPELLATE JURISDICTION

: CIVIL APPFAL NOS.1024 TO 1042 OF 1989,
(Appealg by special leave from the Judgment ang Order dated
%?eb 7%% %gzﬁiglﬁyﬁﬁ of the Central,Admigistgative

ribunal, Bangalore Bench Bangalore in A.p,'eaxiﬂn‘ﬂoaa548 to

566 of 1988)., ’ Con *

1. The Accountant General,

* (Accounts ang Pntitlements)
Karnataka, Bangalore,

- 2, The Comptroller ang Auditor
General of India, WNo.10,
- Bahadur Shah Zafar Marg,
New Delhi., '

3+ The Government of Indisa,
by its Secretary,
Ministry of Finance,
Department of T

penditure, | '
- New Delhi._ - : o oAppellants,

Versus

e vOrl N.Srinivasapn |
€. Shri K.5.Vittal Rep
d ?hﬂi'gfg;lﬁﬂatsn&waygna

19: 2l .5.Eaghunathe Reo

120 Bari B, SriEbntento e
13+ Shri R.Mohan Reo L
Y4« Shri ﬁ;‘%%ﬁ%‘t&% Hc%'tgy
e B ErB
18, Shrd V.B,Mudakavi o
« Shri Rarasings Beme Bao Dewsai
{Si.Nos.1 to 19 - Aseletant dovounts Officers .
R g;;zenunta«gzziae@mg .
Pffice of the Accountant
Ceneral (A&R), '

Bamga;omlsw 001). s«Respondents,
022/“

5. Surd N.

e B




4th FebruarV, i992§

1\\

HON'*BLE MR. JUSTICE LALIT MOHAN SEARMA ’ ‘ 1\
HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE K, JAYACHANDRA REDDY

CORAM:

¥'«A'i
For the Appellantss Mr.X.T. S.Tulsi, Addltlonal Sollcltoﬁ\ x ‘2
' General of India, . ‘ ;
Mo N .N.Goswany, Senior Advocate, WA
(M/s.A,Subba Rac, C.V.S5.Rao and \
P.Parmeswaran, Advocates Ulthtnem)

For Respondent Bo.9t F/o.h.X.doneph, Senjoy Kumer eré K.E,mﬁ
sdvoostes. N

The Appeals above-mentioned along with other connected

matters being called on for hearing before this Court on the

el

11th, 12th, 13th and 17th days of December, 1991 UPON

peru51ng the record and hearlng counsel for the a@pezriﬁg~psrtté
&bﬁ?ﬂﬁ?ﬁﬂﬁ&ﬁﬁ&d@ﬁne Court took time to congider its Judgment

and the appPalS being called on for Judgment on the 4th day ¢
of February, 1992, THIS COURT DOTH in allowi ng the appeals
ORDER: _ -g N

1o THAT the Judgment and Order dated the Ttk épﬁil; 1988
of the Central Administrative Tribﬁnal, Banga;orQ%Behchg: .
Bangalore in Application No8.548 to 566Qof 19&5 ;"

be and §g hereby set aside andv,ﬁpplicatioa-ﬂoa,‘

566 of 1988 - filed by the reSpondenté'herein

the aforesaid Central Administrative Tribunal be @nd gpe
hereby dismissed; : : I P
2¢ THAT there snall be no order as %o costs of these

appeals in this Court,
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IN THE SUPREME COURT (F INDIA
CIVIL APPELLATE JURISDICTION

CIVIL AFPEAL NO 5.1024 TO 1042 OF 1989,

The Accountant General,

{Accounts and Intitlements)

Kernataka, Bangalore and :
2 Ors, . «hppellanteg
Versus ]

3%.

Shri G.Sunderam & 18 Ors, ..Ras'?pondents.

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL,
BANCAT,ORE BENCH, BANGATORE, _

Application Nos.548 to 566 of 1 988.

DECREF ALLOWING THE APPEALS WITH
NO ORDER AS TO COSTS, - o

¥ Dated this the 4th day | of February, 1992.

l ){Q
s G\S'v Mr . P.Parmesvaran, :
A"\ Advooate on record for the Appellanta,

Mr.N.S.Des Behl,
Advogate on record for Respondent No.9.
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AND THIS COURT*DOTHAFURTHER-ORBEL thet o7~ CTDED
be punctually obaerved and caxrried into execution by all

“concerneds
. WITNESS the Hon‘ble Shyi Madhukar Hirslal Kania, Chief
Justice of India, «% the Supreme Court, New Delhi, dated' '

this the 4th day of February, 1992,

Zla
(J .K.RAWAL)
ADDITIONAL REGISTRAR.




