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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL,I-IY0ERMBAO BENCH, 

H V D ERA BA 3 

fI.A.No.637189 in IJ.A784/87. 

Date of dec1sionL.-11-1989. 

Between: 

P.Venkateswarlu, 	.. Applicant. 

Vs. 

Andhra PL'sdesh Income-Tax 
Department Employees Go-
operative Society Ltd., 
represented by its Secretacy, 
yakar Bhavan, Hyderabad and 

another. 	 Respondents. 

Sri M.Surender Rao, Counsel for the applicant. 

Sri Nadan Mohan Rao, Additional Standing Counsel 
for Central Governmjnt. 

CaRREl: 

Hon'ble Sri B.N.Jayasimha Vice.Chairman. 

Hon'ble Sri J.Narasimhamurty, Npmber(Judicial). 

(Order of the Bench made by Hon'ble Sri B.N. 
Jayasimha, Vice-Chairman.) 

The applicant states that the respondents 

have issued an OrdersRef.No$./Estt./87-88 dated 3-4-1989 

and Ref.No. /Estt./89-90 dated 30-6-1989 directing the 

deduction of the amount at Rs.200/- p.m. from Narch,1989 

onwards. The applicant states that he filed i1.A.NO.361/89 

in the main O.A., questioning the said orders and 

this Tribunal had directed interim stay of the said 

orders on 26--6--189. 	In pursuance to that the 

respondents have stopped deducting the said amount. 

He states that the!  same 	1'1.h.No.361/89 was again listed 

S. 	and by the time his AdVocdte could come 
and represent 
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To 
The Secretary, andhra Pradesh Income Tax Depaktruent Employees Co-op 
Society Ltd, Ayakar Bhawan, Hyderabad. 

The thief Commissioner of Income Tax(cAdministration), 
Income Tax Department Co-Op Society Ltd.,AyaJcrBhawan, B'sheerbagh, 
Hyderabad. 

One copy to Mr.M.Surender Rao, Advocate,Plot No.5, Bagh Axnberpet, 
Hyderabad. 

One copy to k4r.E.Madan Mohan Rao, Addl.cGSC, Cht,Hyderabad. 

one spare copy. 
a 
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an order was passed stating that no further directions are 

necessary and the petition was dismissed. 	The applicant 

states that consequent to the earlier direction dated 28-5-1989 

the respondents have stopped deduction of the amount. But 

after dismissal of thd M.e., on 28--8--1989 the respondents 

are seeking'to recover an amount of Rs.200/- p.m. Therefore, 

the applicant seeks a clarification in this regard. 

We have heard Sri Surender Rao, larned counsel for 

the applicant and Sri Nadanamohana Rao, learned Additional 

Standing counsel For the respondents. 

In thJa main application, the applicant has 

challenged the action taken against him by the Disciplinary 

Authority by its order dated 30--t--1987 and the proceedings 

issued by the Appellate Authority dated 30--10--1987. In 

the (lemo dated 30--6--1987 it is stated that certain re-

coveries are being made at the instance of the Secretary that 

in response to the notice issued by the Secretary, Income-tax 

Department, the Charged Official had stated that he cannot 

pay the same in one instalment that he would pay the amount 

as early as possible. It would apaar that there are no 

separate proceedings against the applicant. 

It is, ther1..far, clarified thot if the recovery 

of Rs.200/- per mensem is being made in pursuance of the 

orders of the Chief Commissioner of Income Tax connected with 

the disciplinary proceedings against the appliint, the 

recovery of P5.200/- p.m., shall be stayed pending disposal 

of the main O.A. 	If the recovery of the sid sum of 

Rs.200/-p.rn., is in pursuance of any proceedings of the 

Secretary of I.T.Oepartment Co-operative C4nteen, the stay 

will not be operative as that matter do not relate to the 

subject matter of the c.se in 0.A.784/87. Clarifipd accordingly. 

(s.N.JAYASPmR) 	 (j NA9A'If'HRh1UPTHY) 
Vice-Chairman. 	 ?1ember(Judcial) 
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