LCounsel for the respondents

IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL : HYDERABADI

f
AT HYDERABAD :
|

DA.1140/82 . date of decision : 30(-7-83

[N
,

1, T. Kameswara Rao . !
2. Dr, K.5. Murti _ i
3. AV, Raju :

4, G. Ramalinga Suamy

5. P:F. Augustine

6. 5. Jayaram

7. M. Ananda Rao I
8, M. Ramakrishnan : Applicants [

and i
|

1. The Director (Training)

Dept. of Personnel & Training (Trg. Divn)

fin. of Personnel, Public Grievances and Pensions
Elock II, 2nd Floor, CGO Compliex {
Lodi Road, Wew Delhi 110003 ‘

2, The Director General - -
Geological Survey of India
27, J.L.Nebhru Road

Calcutta 700016 - |

3, The Pay & Accounts (Officer
Fay & Accounts QOffice |
Geopogical Survey of India

Hyderabad : Respondents

Counsel for the applicants

Advocate !
l

CBRAM . ' . |

RON. MR. A.B, GORTHI, MEMBER (ADMINISTRATION) '

Judgement

Heard 5ri N,V. Ramana,. learned counsel for thF

i
respondents,

2. In this application, the prayer of the applicants is

for setting aside the orWgg dated 8-7-1992 under w
. Na
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: Syed Shareef Armed

: N.V. Ramana, Addl. SC
Por Central Goﬁernment
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Government of India, Nlnlstry of PPG & Pensions, feduced

the rate of Tmaln ng Allowance from 30% &f the baJ:c pay

option was given-to all those Faculty Members who bere in

to 15%. 0On the r%ductlon oF the Training allouanc%, an
the receipt of su%h Training Allowance either to adgept

the reduced rate UL training allowance and continué on
)

n
ek reflersion to their parent cadles

deputation or to
3. The applicants asre working as Faculty Members ;n
the Geological Survey of India, Training Institute,ikitu-

3
ated at Hyderabad.| They are working in the instdtution

i
since June, 1992, With a view to improve the servig
conditions of Facullty Members and attract better ta%entﬁ
to join the Facultyl, th; respondents issued memag datld
7-2-1986, According to the said mema, Faculty membe%s
who joined traininglinstitution on deputation would be
entitled to a réise |in tweir}emoluments by 30% of the
total emoluments whikh tﬁey would be getting in their
cadre while posted il the Pigld., Thereafter another
office memo dated 31L§-1957 was issued by the respondents

once again reiterating the position under which the

Faculty Members would be entitled to training allowanc

R,
L=
=,

of the amount of 30% tf the basie pay, Accordingly, the

applicants' contention is that they acquired a uesteds

right to continue to feceive the said training allowanbe
S ok

so long as their sembine 1‘1ﬂﬁfu1th the tralnlng institute

i j 2% ’

exiats, It is also gcontended that the i impugned memo

W

the Government and the

dated 9-7-1992 does not indicate that it was a decisionlof
&efore, the same is illegal and
l

arbitrary.

.

4, The respondents Pmled a counter affidayit in which

they have ¢tTaded-the bébkground related to the grant of
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Training Allovaney(Prior to 1-1-1986 Government Sﬁrvants

proceeding on deputation\uere allowed deputation éllauance
at the rate of 20% of the basic pay 4{P.they have E move
from one station [to another station and at the ra%e of 10%
if the deputation is in the same station, It uas|Pelt that
to attract better tal?nt to fill up the postiin th
Faculties of the{Training Institutes, the allouan?e should
be increased to 30% and it was designated as Traiéfng
Allowance. This |decision was taken keeping in vieéw the
basic pay of individuals as existed prior to the imple-
mentation of the [Fourth Pay Commission Recommendaiions.
After the ingroduction of the Fourth Pay Commissiof, the
basic pay of the lemployees has been raised considérably-
Consequently, in [the case of depufation from outséation,
the deputation allowance was reduced to 10% and i% the

same station it was brought down to S%. Houeuer,11o such
corresponding reduction was effected in the case JL train-
ing allowance, which continued to remain at 30% o; the

J

revised pay., The guestion regarding revisicn of r?
i

te of
training allouwancle was once ageain examivied and as |is
apparent from the| impugned order itself, a decisi% was

taken keeping in wiew the résource{grunch, beside% other
releyant factors. After taking into cunsideratié1 #all
the relevant siggizgzgi;eﬁsnthe Government have d%cided
that the rate of ftraining allowance wherever it ié
admissible , may be reduced uniformly from 30% to ﬁﬁ%."

5, The impugned order further gives an option tdjall the

existing Governmept servants ‘working as Faculty Members

either to accept the .reduced training allowance and con-

tinue oncbputatiah or to seek reflersion to their Jﬁrent

padre.cj | L

x




e

6. Mr. N.Y. Ram

present and heard

ana, learned counsel for the resp

7. As regards the objection raised in DA that th

impugned order dogs not seem to be a decision of t

Government, it ca
the impugned ‘memo
ment have since d
vould he reduced
isaued by Governm
Department of Per:
and it cannot, th
Departmental instl
the Government.
8. The applican

in continuing to

Pois
30% of the basic,
ment had the right

ing allowance from 20% to 30%,

nnot be accepted because a perusa
would clearly indicate that the
aﬁided that the rate of training
From 30%€ to 15%‘
:nt of Indié,
sonnel and Training (Training Div
erefore, be said that it was mare

ruction and that it was not a dec

L? claim that they have a vested
recéive training allowance at the
cannot be viewed as valid, as th
ard prerogative to increase the

!
it had alsokright

prerogative to reduce the same at any subsequent t

long as it is seen that the said decision is neith

arbitrary norctinfair nor discriminatory it cannot

guestiongd,

In the instant case, it is apparent-t

reduction of the training allowance has uniform ap

to all the Faculty Members of the Training Ims titu]

iloreover, an optign has been given to those affect

the impugned orde:

either to accept the same or te

raversion to theiﬁ parent cadres.

9. In the light!of the above, I find that the imp[gned
:

order does not suPPer from ahy such illegality or i
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as would warrant interference,

10. The application i$, therefore, dismissed uithp
i

order as to costs,

; , “{A.B. Gorthi
Member (Admn,

il Dated : July 30, 1993
Dictated in .the Open Court

L

To l

1. The birector (Training)
Dept.of Personnel & Training (Trg, Divn} l
Min. of Personnel Public Grievances and Pensions

sk Block II, 2nd Floor, Ccq Complex, Lodi Road, New Delhi-3,

2, The Director General, 'Geological Survey of India,
27 J.L.Nehru Road, Calcutta-16,

i 3. The Pay & Accounts Officer, Pay & Accounts Cifice,
- Geological Survey of India, Hyderabad.

4. One copy to Mr,Syed Shareef Ahmeg, Advocate, 3-6-725
St.No,11, Himayatnagar, Hyderabad,

5« One copy to Mr.N.v.Ramana, addl. CGSC.CAT .RyaQ.
6. One copy to Library, CAT.Hyd.,
1

b 7. One spare copY. ,
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