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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
" BANGALORE '

ODATED THIS THE 3GTH DAY OF AUGUST, 1988

i

I Hon'ble Shri Justice K.S. Puttaswamy, Vice-Chairman

!‘ : Present:} ' and ‘ '
I ; — { Hon'ble Shri L.H.A. Rego, Member (A)
B ! .

|

{

f

APPLICATION NO. 954/1988

| . Shri B. Perumanl,

S/o Shri P, Balakrishnan,

: Senior Accountant,

i ' Field Pay Unit,

b 0/o the Chief Commissioner

& Commr. 6f . Income Tax,

Karnataka, Goa & Kerala, :

Bangalore. coee Applicant,

o , Ve

1. Controller General of India,
Neu Delhic

2. The Comptroller & Auditor
General, Neuw Delhi.

3. The Accountant General, , :
Karnataka, Bangalore. eees Respondents.

(Shri M. Vasudeva Rao, C.G.A.S5.C.)

This application having come up for hearing to-day,

l" _ Vice-Chairman made the following:
QRDER
This is an application made by .the applicant under

Netion 19 of the Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985

e Act).

2. Shri B. Perumal, the applicant before us is a
member of a Scheduled Caste'(SC) and is a permanent
employee in the Department of Controller General of

Accounts (CGA).
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"3, The applicant uwas one of the ca
All India Depaftmental Examination call

Examination,ﬁﬁxamination)‘held by the C

d
Lo SN

ndidates fdr the

ed JAD Civil

sA in October

1987. In that &xamination, he had secured 33 marks

\

out of 100 in Cost Manayement Accounts

aper and 264

marks as agéinst 270 in the aggregate orescribed as '

minimum for passing. Un this deficiencl the CGA had

declared the apolicant as 'failed'' in th

/ AN

and tne same is challenged by him in thi

on the ground that the sam=z is contrary

made by uovernment}hl.ruling of the Supr

Civil appeal N0.2952/34 COMPTRGLLER AND
V. JAGANNATHAN AND ANOTHER decided on 1.
order of Principal Bench of this Tribuna

BIHARI LAL v. DELHI ADMINISTHATION decid

4. In justification of their action

dents have filed their reply.

5. Shri Perumal contends that on a t
cf thne orders made by the GLovernment as i
the Suoreme Court in Jagznnathan's case a

Bench in Binari Lal's case, the CGA shoul

him as nassed in the exanination,

6. Shri M. Vasudeva Rao, learned add

counsel appearing for the resoondents sou

the action of the respondents.

7. We have carefully read the orders

ment ,
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‘ling of Supreme Court in Jagan

é examination
s application
to the orders
eme Court’in’
AUDITUR_GENERAL

4,1996 and the

A

L in O.A. N0.659/87

Ld on 4,1.,19883,

y the respon-

rue constructioﬁ
nterpretad by
nd the Principal

d have declared

ght to support

made by Govern-

nathan's case

1tional standing. -
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l ’ . and the Principal Bench in Bihari Lal's case. On the
' very terms of the orders made by Governmenp'as inter- %

L ‘ . preted by the Supreme Court in Jagannathan's case and

| ' this Tribunal in Bihari Lal's case, the CGA with dus
regarg to the marks secured by the qpplicant could not
have declared him as 'failed' and should have declared

him as 'passed' in the examination.

8. In the'light of our above discussion, we allou f
this application and direct the respondents to declare

the apolicant as 'passed' in the exahination.heid in

October 1987 and regulate his conditions of service on

that basis.

9. Application allowed. But in the circumstances

of the case we direct the parties tc bear their own costs.,. ;
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