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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL HYDERABAD BENCH HYDERABAD.
0.A.NO, 155 of 1996.
Be tween pated: 5.2.1996.
1. T.venkateswara Rao.
20 P.Jaya Rao. - -
3, T.Suryanarayana.
4, ¥K,V.,Sreemannarayana Murthy.
5. L.P.Samuel.
cea Applicants
and
1. The Comptroller and Auditor General of India, Governmeht
of India, safdarjung Enclave, New Delhi. '
2. The Principal Accounts General (Audit-IP, A,.P.Saifabad, Hyd.
_3. The Accountant General (Audit*II); A.pP.Saffabad, Hyd.
cas Respondents
Ccounsel for the Applicénts ¢+ Sri. N.Ram Mohan Rao
Counsel for the Respondents : Sri. G.Parmeswara Rao, SC for A
CORAM: | e

Hon'ble Mr, R.Rangarajan, Administrative Member \\\
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0.A.N0.153/86 9 Date of Order :  5.2.96.

JUDGEMENT

{ As por Hon'ble Shri R.Rangarajan, Member (Admn.) §

This 08 is filed by the applicant for the follovwing
reliefs:i=~

(a) call for the records relating to and connected with
the p:dceedings'No.prl.as(au).1/51113.I/Gan1/55/3.79/95—96

dated 18.12.1995 of the second respondent as well as the

proceedings in Office letter ND.B893~NGE(ENTT}=25-94~111,

dated '10.10.95 of the headguarters gfficedviz., the first
respondant herein ( copy of uwhich was not communicated: to ’ |
the applicants herein) and gquash or set aside the same holding .
them arbitrary, illegal, unjust and unsustainable:

{b} consequently direct the respondents to refrain
from proceedings any further through the impugned nroceedings
in OPPice order No.18 No.Prl.AG(AU).1/8ille.1/Genl/55/3.79/ i
95-96 dated 18.12.95 of the second respondent herein including .
aPfecting any recovery prom the salariss of the applicants
herein. ' . =
2 There are S_applicants in this 0OA who are presently
working as Assistant Audit OPficers under R2 and R3. The
case of the applicants 1s same 38 the case of te applicants

in OA.100/96 which was heard and diSposea of by me by judgement

dated 30.1.96. The applicants in that DA also challenged the same—

order dated 18.12.95 as in this OA. As the prayer in this

A is same, the contenticns are also same and the orderg}
challenged is also same, I see no reason to dLFPer from the
judgament in the above referred 0A.100/96 dated 20.1.96.

3. In the circumstances, the following girection 1is
given:=-

The applicant, if so advised may submit a representation
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;iE;J
to the competent authority by 19.2.96 ssnding the same
by'Registerad Post with Aéknouleggement Oue, addressed
to the competent suthority and if such a representaztion
is receiyed, the same has to be disposed of by the
competeﬁt authority to whom it is addressed within two
months From the date of receipt of the said representation.
Till such time the representation is disposed af, the
recoyery of excess payment, if any, should not be done

gyen if it is quantified.
)

4. The 0.,A. is ordered asﬂgboue with no order as to cosbs.
0\/\\_SL—F———~*”’4:>
(R.RANGARAJAN)

Member (Admn.). 1
P

p . -
g%ﬂﬂ%}ﬂlvfé‘ :
Dated: 5th February, 1996 Deputy Registrar(gudl.))

(Dictated in Open Court)

Copy toi~ . <

1. 'The Comptroller and Auditor General of India, Government of
India, Safdarjung Enclave, New Delhi.

2. The principal Accounts General (Audit-I), A.P.Saifabad, Hyd.

sd 3, The Accountant General (Audié—II),.A.P.Saffabad, Hyd.
4. One copy to Sri. N.Ram Mohan Rao, advocate, CAT, Hyd.
5. One copy to Sri. G.Parmeswara Rao, sc for AG, CAT, Hyd.
6. One copy to Library, CAT, Hyd.

7. One spare COpPY.

Rsm/-
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