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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
ALL #fiABAO BENCH, ALL IHAB AD 

O.A.No.344/1994 

Alllitabad this the 21st day or Play,2002. 

Hon'ble "r· c.s. Chadha, A.M. 

Hon 1 bla Mrs. "•era Chhibber, J.M. 

1. Sri Ghasi Ra• S/o Kalloo, 
R/o village Ahaladpur Po et 
"udia Ahmad Nagar, 
Diats Barailly. 

2. Abdul Shami• S/o Sattar, 
R/o Village Partapur ChaJdhary 
Post Izatnagar, 
Dist: Bareilly. 

3. Surendra Pal Singh S/o Krishna Pal Singh 
C/o. Kriahn a Pal Singh, 
C A R I , P.H. T div i ai on 
Izatnagar, Dist. Barailly. 

4. Taqvaerul Hassan S/o Iarar Hasan Khan, 
R/o Village Bihar Kalan, 
Po st I z a tn agar, 
Dist. Bareilly. ••••• 

(By Advocates Sri A.S. Diwekar) 

Applicants 

f Versus 

1. Union of India, thr~gh Secretary, 
Indian Council of Agricultural 
Reseaach, Ministry of Agricult.ure, 
Government or India, New Delhi. 

2. Director, Central Avian Research 
Institute, Izarnagar, 
Dist: Barei lly. 

(By Advocates Sri N.P.Singh) 

0 R D i R (Oral) 

Hon 1 ble Plr. C.S•Chadha, A.M. 

••••• Responden ta 

The brief f acta of this case are that the applicant 

had sought regul.-isation on the basis or having worked for 

240 days in accordance with the OM issued by the Oepart•ent 
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or PersQinel and Training on 10.9.93. However, later on 

the applicant fi l Eld an uend11ent to the DA which was allowed 

that the relier clai•ed by him is covered by the judgment 

of the Pricipal Bench of CAT in Munnalal & Ore. vs. Union 

or India. According to the allowed a111end1Aent ha challenged 

the uirea of the O~ of 10.9.93 issued by the Department of 

Personnel and l~aining, but he did not implead the said 

Department. 

2. If the relief sought by the applicant ia to agreed to be 

given the concern Ed department must. be heard. The learn a:t 

counsel for the applicant has averred th at he had made 

Union of India a party and there f~re there is no !•property 

on this account. We are ifraid that this argument is not 

valid because the concerned dipartment must be mate a party, 

through its Secretary. We cannot pass an order adverse to 

the interest of any Department without hearing that 

Department • 

3. Although the j udgment of r.unnalal's case has been 

upheld by the Supreme Court, in an other aimilar case, by 

• a judgment of this Bench in OA 377/96 dated 11.9.2001£ralief 

had bean granted to the ;ppllcant on a aimilar ground but 

the saMe has been challenged in the High Court of Allahabad 

and the operation or the aaid judgment has bean stayed 

by the Hig~ Court. 

4. The learn act counsel for the applic.,t h 219 averred that 
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the applicant• a caaa ia aquarely cover ad by the Ju dgaent, 

ha .. ver- that judg•ent hm been cante•ted by the reapondanta 

w• teal that since the matter ia aub-judice batore the. High 

Court, the applicant should be parmitted liberty to file a 

.,_..,_ - fresh OA atter the decision of the aaid High Court caae. 
.. 

s. In view or the above, we reject thia DA on the ground 

that the Department ct Personnel & Training haa not b•n 

i•plead•d and no relier can b a granted aa regard• the 

constitutional validity or the O" issued by that Department 

without hearing them • 

• 

.. The DA ia accordingly diapoaed or with no order aa to 
. . 

coats. The applicant shall h &1• liberty to file a freah DA 

a.tter the decision ot the caaa in the Hon ~bla High Court in 

the connected case. 

l'ldbar (J) "••ber ( A) _ --.. 

vtc. 
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