
IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 	HYDERABAD1KaCR 

AT HYDERABAD 

OA.1140/92 	 date of decision 

- 

1. 	T. 	Kamesuara Raa 
2.. 	Dr. 	K.S. 	Plurti 

A.V. 	Raju 
U. Ramalinqa Suamy 

S. 	P.F. Augustine 
S. Jayararn 

7. N. Ananda Rao 
B. 	N. 	Ramakrishnan Applicants 

and 

The Director 	(training) 
Dept. 	of Personnel & Training 	(Trg. Divn) 
Pin. 	of Personnel, 	Public Grievances and Pensions 
Elock II, 2nd Floor, CGO Complex 
Lodi Road, 	New Delhi 110003 1: 

The Director General 
Geological Survey of India 
27, 	J.L.Neru Road 
Calcutta 700015. 

The Pay & Accounts Officer 
Pay & Accounts Office 
Geoogical Survey of India 
Hyderabad Respondents 

Counsel for the applicants 
	

Syed Sharee? Altned 
Advocate 

Counsel for the respondents 	 N.U. Ramana, Aèdl. SC 
for Central Goernment 

C CRAM 

hON. MR. A.B. GORTHI, MEMBER (ADMINISTRATION) 

Judgement 

Heard Sri N.V. Rarnana,. learned counsel for th 

respondents.  

2. 	In this applicàt-ipn, the prayer of the applicbnts is 

for setting aside the or - dated 9-7-1992 under tjl4jch the 
C 
4 

it 
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Government of Inda, Ministry of PPG & Pensions, 2educed 

the rate of.1,raining Allouance from 30% bf the bas1ic pay 

to 15%. On the rLduction of the Training allowancL, an 

option was given.to all those Faculty Members who were in 

the receipt of sudh Training Allowance either to adhept 

the reduced rateI

srek 

training allowance and continue Ion 

deputation or to 	reOersion to their parent cacres. 

3. 	The applicant are working as Faculty Plombers un 

the Geological Survey of India, Training institute,;bitu-

ated at Hyderabad. They are working in the instdjtuiaon 

since June, 1992. With a view to improve the servidL 

conditions of Faculty Members and attract better ta2entt 

to join the Faculty, the respondents issued memo datJd 

7-2-1986. Accordi4 to the said memo, Faculty membe 

who joined training institution on deputation would b 

entitled to a raise in their emoluments by 30% of the 

total emoluments whi h they would be getting in their 

cadre while posted i thd fiild. Thereafter another 

office memo dated 31-3-1987 was issued by the respondents 

once again reiterating the position under which the 

Faculty Members woulck be entitled to training a1lowancØ 

of the amount of 30% \or the basic pay. accordingly, tL 
applicants' contentiok is that they acquired a vested 

right to continue to i'eceive the said training allowanbe 

___ 	 ii 
so long as therr'ojnatjonwith the training institIje 

t_r - - 
sM-et. 	It is also dontended that theptfJj&d memo 

dated 9-7-1992 does not indicate that it was a decision of 

the Government and therefore, the same is illegal and 

arbitrary. 

4. 	The respondents fIled a counter affidavit in which 

they have traded_tbe background related to the grant of 
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Training Allowant(Piar to 1-1-1986 Government servants 

proceeding on dejutation\ were allowed deputation 4floJance 

at the rate of 20 of the basic paytt-they have t move 

from one station to another station and at the at or 10)D 

if the deputatior is in the same station. It was c'elt that 

to attract better talent to fill up the post5 in thL 

Faculties of the Training Institutes, the allowanthe should 

be increased to 20% and it was designated as TraiAing 

Allowance. This decision was taken keeping in viS the 

basic pay of individuals as existed prior to the iAipie-

mentation of the Fourth Pay Commission Recommendaions. 

After the introduction of the Fourth Pay CommissiOn, the 

basic pay of the employees has been raised considerably. 

Consequently, in the case of deputation from outstation, 

the deputation allowance was reduced to 10% and in the 

same station it was brought down to 5%. H0wever, tno such 

corresponding reduction was effected in the case of train-

1 1 

ing allowance, which continued to remain at 30% of the 

revised pay. The question regarding revision of rate of 

training allowance was once again exami4ed and as is 

apparent from the impugned order itself, a decisibA was 

td<en keeping in view the resourceccrunch, besides other 

relevant fac tors. 	After taking into consideratidn tall 
__ 

the relevant ssidprptjpns_ the Government have de 
i i 
thided 

that the rate of training allowance wherever it is 

admissible, may be reduced uniformly from 30% to 

S. 	The impugned order further gives an option td all the 

existing Governme,t servants working as Faculty Members 

either to accept he %reduced training allowance aJ con-

tinue onthputatiôb or tdseek reQersion to their jirent 

adre.O 

__ 
s 

ill 

II 

ME 

I, 



Mr. N.V. Ram na, learned counsel for the rasp 
r
ndents 

H 	 present and heard. 

As regards the objection raised in OA that th 

impugned order d4s  not seem to be a decision or tjje 

Governmnt, it ca inot be accepted because a perusatil of 

H 	 the impugned -memo would clea.rly indicate that the Govern- 

H 	 ment have since d cided that the rate of training allowance 

would be reduced rom .30% to 15%I.  The impugned menio is 

isaued by Governmnt of India, Mirtistry of PPG & PJnsion, 

Department of PerLnnel and Training (Training Div!sion), 

and it cannot, thbrerore, be said that it was merehfy a 

Departmental inattuction and that it was not a decbion of 

the Government. 	
1 

B. 	The applicanis' claim that they have a vested )ight 

in continuing to feceive training allowance at tit rate of 

30% of the basxc cannot be viewed as valid, as th Govern-

ment had the righ aid prerogative to increase theltd rain-

ing allowance fro 20% to 30%, it had also4 right  

prerogative to reuce the same at any subsequenttJme. 

long as it is se4 that the said decision is neithUr 

11 
 arbitrary norcünl4ir nor discriminatory,  it cannot be 

questioned. In t e instant case, it is apparent-that the 

reduction or the raining allowance has uniform apLiication 

to all the Facult Members of the Training Ir6ti,j.u1ts. 

Fioreover, 	an oPtitn has been given to those af'fect&d by 

the impugned ordeil either to accept the same or toL eak 

rversion to the4 parent cadres. 

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

order does not sufer from any such illegality or impropriety 

;j._ 
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(T 
as would warrant interFerence. 

10. The application is, therefore, dismissed with a 

order as to costs. 

_AMem 

	th .8.GorF# 	

1 
dmnl  

3. 	 Dated 	July 30, 1993 
Dictated in the Open Court 

De puty Regi: 

To 	 I 
1 • The Director (Trainino.) 

Ipt.of Personnel & Training (Trg. Divn3 
Mm. of Personnel Public Grievances and Pensions sk 

	

	Block II, 2nd Floor, Ccx Complex, Lodi Road, New 
2, The Director General, tGeologica]. Survey of 

India, 27 J.L.Nehru Road, Calcutta...16, 

The Pay & Accounts Officer, Pay & Accounts Office, 
Geological Survey of India, Hyderabad. 

One copy to Mr.syed Shareef Ahmed, Advocate, 3-6-7 
St.No.11, 

One COpy to Mr.N.v.Ramna, AOdl. CGSC.CAT.HPd. 
One copy to Library, CAT.Hyd. 
One spare copy. 
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