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Between:

IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, HYDERABAD DIVISION

AT HYDERABAD.

0.A.No,861/95,

Date of decision: 27th March, 1998,

. M. Nagabhushanam,

.V.Ranga Reddy.
Ravivarma,
.Jayalakshmi,

.Preman joki
.5.Mohan Das.

3
L
U
A,R.S5wamy.
\Y
K

. A.Chandrakantha.

9. smt. M.Jvothi,

10.
11.
12.
13.
14,
15.

B.5.S.Kameswara Rao.
smt. M.Brahmaramba.
5.Viswanadha Sarma.
P.Veeraiah,
Y,Suryanaravana.
P,sujatha Devi.

Applicants,

And

1. The Accountant General A & E, Andhra Pradesh,
Hyderabad.

2, The Comptroller and Auditor General of India,

Counselr

Counsel

New Delhi,

CORAM :

Hon'ble

Hon'ble S

and Ms. Sh%§ﬁtﬁi for Sri G.Parameshwara Rao for respondents.
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for

for

Respondents.

the épplicants: ari K.Venkateswara Rac.

the respondents: 8ri G.Parameswara RaoC.

R. Rangarajan, Member (&)

i B.S.Jal Parameshwar,Member (J)

JUDGMENT ,

(per Honlble Sri R,Rangarajan,Member (A)

Hesrd Sri K.Venkateswara Rao for applicants

N
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There are 15 applicants in this C.A, They are

working as Assmgtant Accounts Offlcers in the Accounts

Wlng of the Accountant General Office (Accounts and

| Entitlematit} Respondent No.1l.

| .

t Their mein gri:vances are as under:

| ‘ .

y i) There is an examination called Rev nue Audit

. Examination eaflierjto the bifurcation of the Accounts

‘and éudit with effect from 1-3-1984, The Respondent No.l

| was conducting tﬁe Revenue the Revenue Audit Examination
when both the wings of Accounts and audit were combined one.
The Scheme consists of three papers and one ahould obtain
i40% marks in each paper for a pass and thosze who secured
;60% marks or more are exemptéd in that paper when they

' |wr1te the other two papers: subseqUently. After the
‘blfurcation of Audit and Accounts Wings separate exami-
nations are conducted for Audit Cftficers and Accounts
|0f£icers; The Scheme of Revenue Audi. Examination rehains
ithﬁ S8t —wfors Lifarcation as far as Audit Officers are
Jconcernad but in th=: case oo Assistant Aécounts Cfficer

| the minimum marks for pass in a paper is increased to 50%
| ang ¥\EEE N facility of exemption exists., The differmnce

. between the two examinations are given in para 4, page 3

-of the reply,

| Tod
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The ‘applicants contend that no parity x®m/maintained between

the Audit and Accounts Officer as the Accounts Officers are
discharging similar duties to that of Audit Officers ghe-
when the examination was a cémbined one. After bifurcation,
tHe Audit Officers are the beneficlaries whereas the-Accounts
Officers do not get thif benéfit when it was a combined
Department. To. get the parity zamewsms$ the accounts Officers
submitted a representation dated 22-2-1994x (Annexure IV

Page 13 to the C.A.) for redressal of their grievance.

It i= stated that the representation is yet to be disposed of.

The second grievance of the applicants is
that in the Data Processing Papaer in the examination condudted
' from
in January, 1995 there were number of guestions/out of syllabus.

The paper contained questions consisting of about 60 marks

éﬁgﬂwhich RS RER

& from out of the syllabus. The

. applicant No,1 submitted a representation dated 8-2-1%95 to

the Respondent No,2 (Annexure III Page 12 to the O.A.)
pointing out the questions which were but of syllabus and
iequesting for re-examination of the aspects and also

for liberal valuation of the answer scripts and for

adding grace marks of at leyst 25 in "Datay Processing Paper?
as the guestions were out of syllabus, It is stated that

the 2nd respondent has not féplied so far.

Thigs 0.A., is filed to keep the parity e

in conducting the incentive examination for Section Officers/

Assistant Accounts Officers viswa-vis the Audit Officers in

the Revenue Audit Examination and also re-examine the Data

.Prég% Raper for the incentive examination held in January, 1995

for ffcounts Officers and consequently for liberal valuation

of the answer scripts for
the Bata Pro i
) ‘y CeSSlng Papers and
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for adding grace marks of 25 in the Dataz Processing Papers

=ed . .

We have sezrch in the reply filed by thé respondents
tn find out any tangable answdr/in regard to the first

We do not find any such answer in the reply.
grieVance./ It is stated that even the representation of
the $.A.5. Association dated 22-2-1998 is yet to be disposed of.
Hence the applicants should be informed of the decision of
the 2ﬁd respondent in regard to the parity in conducting the

tevenue Audit Examination between the Section Officers/Accounts

Officers in the Audit Wing and the Accounts Wing.,

and the other applicants
The Applicant No,.1/in this C.A.,, if so advised

tnay submit a detailed representation agovering all the points
projected in the representation of the Association dated
22,2.1998 and the points mentioned in this 0,A,, to the

ond respondent within a period of one monthg from the daté

of receipt of this Order. Xf such a representation is
received from the applicants, the 2nd respondent‘shall dispose
of the same by a spéaking order within a period of two months

from the date of receipt of the representation,

It is not possible for us to examine whether guestions
set out in the Data Processing Paper for the Examination
in January, 1995 are from the syllabus or out of swyllabus
though it has been specifically stated that the questions
consisting of 60% marks were out of syllabus. The respondents

have not made any submission in reg,yrd to this contention,

The learned counsel for the respondentz also agreed
that the reply does not contain any answer to this contention,

Even the representation of Applicant No.l dated 8m2.1995 is

 still tolbe disposed of,

%ja,// ' In view of the position explaihed above, the.

-




]

the let‘respondent should now disposze of the representation
of+ the Applicant No,1 dated B8-2=1995 noting the contentibng
raised in this 0.A., also within a period of two months
from the date of receipt of z copy of this Crder. The
reply should be a speaking order. If the Respondents
e are of the opinion that Ehere'were questions set out
in the Datay Processing Paper from out of the syllabus
ey oM
then they should also indicate the xmmmdyx actkon e, be
taken to mmi—Et syfeguard the interests of the applicants

herein,

With the above difections, the 0.A., is

disposed of. No costs,

B.S.JAI PARAMESHWAR, R.RANGARAJAN,

F‘\Eg. Member (J) Member (&)
|
|

N b —

Date: 27-3-1998,

e e MR W e e e am e

Dictated in open Court
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5. One
6. One

Account ant General, A & £, Andhra Pradesh, Hyderahﬂd@

Comptgoller and Auditor General of India,
Delhiy

copy to Mr.K.Uenkatesuararaa, Advocate,CAT, Hyderabad,
copy to Mr.G.Patemeshuara Rao,B8GSC,CAT,Hyderatsdi
copy to D.R{A),CAT,Hyderabady :

duplicate copy.
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'iN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TR:[BUNAL HYDERABAD BENCH AT HYDERABAD

MsALNO, 625/98 in O.,A. 861/95.
Date of Order.: 7-8-08,

Between:

1, The Accountant General (A&E)
A.P.Hyderabad. '

2, The Comptroller and Auditor General
of India, New Delhi. :
' .o Applicants/Respondents.

and

1. M.m@abhushanan

2. SeV.kanga Reddy.

30 L;RaViVama.

4, U Jayal akshmis

5. AsR,Swamy.

6. V,Premanjoli.

7. KeSo.Mohan Das.

8, A.Chandrakanta.

Se I"‘oJYOtio. i
10, B.S.SeKameswara Rao.
11, M,Bramaramba.

12, S.veswanadha Sarma.

13. E.Veeraiah,. i

14, Y.8uryanarayaha

15. B.Sujatha Devi. .
« JRespondent s {RespERtENXS,

ApplicantS.
For the Applicants: Mr, G.Parameswar Rad. sCfor AG,

Far the Respondents: Mr.K.Venkateswgr Rao, Advocate,

CORAM:
THE HON'BLE MR.H.RMENDRA PRASAD ¢ MEMBERAIMN)

The Tribunal made the following Orderge

In view of the reasons explained in the OA, extension
as requested for is granted upto 31-8-98 for implementation of the

Judgment,
Thus, the MA is disposed.

Pty
e

Deputy Regi strare

To o _
1. The Accountant General (A&E) A,P.Hyderabad.

2. The Comptroller & Auditor General of India, .

New Delhi,
3, One copy to Mr. G.Farameswar Rac, &G for AG, CAT.Hyd.

4, One copy to Mr.K,Venkateswar Rao, Advocate, CAT.Hyd.
5. Che spare CopYe
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