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CAT/J/13 

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
AHMEDABAD BENCH 

0.2.8/98 in 

O.A.N O./676/93 
T.JNO. 

DATE OF DECISION 

shOkbtkh1 3D.8:riya 	 Petitioner 

ir: •D.K.1ehta 	 Advocate for the Petitioner [s 

Versus 

tJnion of India & or. 	 Respondent 

1rs .5.Safaya 	 Advocate for the Respondent s1. 

CO RAM 

The Hon'ble Mr. 	 : 	42iE (A) 

The Hon'ble Mr. 	
:: 	IL1BR (J) 

JUDGT 

Whether Reporters of Local papers may be allowed to see the Judgment 

To be referred to the Reporter or not 

, Whether their Lerdships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgment ? 

4, Whether it needs to be circulated to other Benches of the Tribunal 

'I 
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shokbhj BaBarejy 

Yddav Niwas, 
B/H Id Msjid, 
Sub}4a sh7ara_ 2, 
Jamna ga r 

: APPLIcA 

ADVCtATE 	I .D.K.j4H2A 

VERSUS 

1 ) Union of Ifldia,Through : 
The Director General, 
Posts and Telegrahs Dcpartment, 
Ministry of Conuica.j 
New Delhi. 

2 ) Stir! S.C.Joshj or his 
successDr in office, 
Gerral Manager, 
Telecom District, 
having his office at Diamond Market, 
3rd floor, 
Jamnaga r. 

3 .) Shrj. C.G.Kanerja or his 
successor in Office , 
Sub Divisional Officer of 
Telegraphs, I<ha mbha lie, 
Telebohne Exchange, 
}lamhha lie, 
Dist- Jamnagar. 

: RSU?'JTJS 

MR S • P. SFy 

*?AL ORDER 

C.P. No.3/98 in 

DATn: 19/8/g 



3 

HON'Li I N 1BR (A) 

In this conternct petition, the applicant has the 

following grievance; namely that the directions of this 

Tribunal issued by the order dated 17/1/94 have n been 

complied with regarding regularisatian of the applicant, as ocr 

the scheme framed by the Department. The respondents have 

stated in their reply taat the applicant has been granted 

temporary status w.e.f. 28/2/95. The appUcrit would become 

due for regulariSatiorl as Mazdoor after completion of 10 yrs-

ser!ce. Mr.iehta for the applicant states that the Tribunal 

in its judgment- dated 17/1/94 had declared the termination 

of emo.loymerlt of the applicant as null and void and 

accordingly even if break is there in their service from 

the date of termination to the date of reinstatement in 

service is to be treated s contifluO'49 with all consequenti-

benefits including the regularisation of service. During the 

discussion at the Bar, it appears that the espondents have 

still some doubt regarding the treatment of break in serviceZ 

of the ahplicdnt from the date of termination to the date of 

reinstatement. in view of the clear order of the Tribunal 

dated 17/1/94, there is no reason to have such douht,and 

the respondents arc directed to treat the entire period in 

service as continuous as per the order of the Tribunal for 

the prpose of regularisation. Mrs.Safaya, on siristruct-lOnS 

from the departrtnt, states that the case of the apelicact is 
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under consideratin by the authorities as the DPC for the 

applicant, along for the others was held on 12/7/94 and under 

reference to the higher authorities since March 1997. As WeTe 

and a hLf year is over, since then, and no decision has been 

taken ,the respondents are directed to take necessarr action 

to implement the judgment dated 17/1/94 withIn a period of 

3 months from the date of receipt of a cOoy of this order, in 

light of the above directions, the C.P. stands disposed of. 

Notice discharged. 

A"~ 
( V.RDHAKRISHNAN 

LiiBR(i) 
	

MEi'1BEP 4t) 

*c-, cT a.. 
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24-11-98 

4, 
I 	 in Ck/8/98 	2t  

- 	 - 

Issue notice on /773/98 

returnable on 11-12-98. 

(C 	Kannan) 	(V. Radhakrishrian) 
Me mber (j) 	 !rnber (AJ 

pt 



24-11..9$ 	 Issue notice on 

returnable on 11.4 2-98. 

(P. C • 	nria u) N. Ra dha krl s)r1an 
(j) 	 Member. (A) 

Pt 
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DATE 

16-129E 

OFFICL IEPOPT 

CA No. 8 of 1998 in Q/676/93 

ORDER 

Mr. D.K. Mebta for the applicant and  

Mr. Ravani for the respondents are present. 

time L7 73/98 :- M.A. for extension of/ 

is allowed. Extension of time as prayed for 

is granted upto 10-1-1999. However, it is made 

clear that no further time will be given. 

M.A. disposed of accordingly. 

(v,Radhakrjshnan) 
Member (A1) 

pt 

4da 	i iie case as aen oii hoitid iNither ihe 
iican 1 	his counsel is present. 	Tlough d 

oh(,-ctions raised by the office were iiotjfed on 3.? ) 
and the learned advocate Mr. kavani was called upon it  

iCmoe the objections ithin 21 days but as he Ib.iled t(. 
remove the ohjections the matter was adjourned fron 
time to time but till date the jearned advocate Mr.Ravani 

has neither removed the objections nor has '_onested thc 
me as required under rule 17 of C.A.T. Practice Rule 

i iii,. 11o\\ever  in the irtieresi of j isiice. tht  
i 	 1 1 1 	 1 JA - 

T' e 	1 



Today the matter was taken on board 
Neither the applicant nor his counsel is present. 
Though the objections raised by the office were 
notified on 3.2.99 and the learned advocate Mr.Ravani 
was called upon to remove the objections within 21 
days but the learned advocate Mr. Ravani having been 
failed to remove the objections within the stipulated 
period, the matter was placed before the under signed 

oil 12.3.99 but on 12.3.99 as neither the applicant nor 
his advocate appeared before the under signed the 
matter was adjourned for today. Here it is pertinent to 
note that t6applicant of original application 
No.676.93 had filed the application challenging his 
termination and the hon'ble bench of this tribunal by 
order dated 17.1.94 was pleased to direct the original 
respondents to reinstate the applicant within 7 days but 
as the original respondents failed to implement the 
order passed by this hon'ble tribunal in original 
application No. 676/93, the original applicant had filed 
the C.A.No. .8/98 in this tribunal, which was also 
finally heard and decided by this tribunal on 19.8.98 
and the hon'ble tribunal was pleased to direct the 
present applicant [original respondents to implement 
the order dated 17.1.94 passed by this tribunal in 
original application No.676/93 within 3 months from 
the date of receipt of a copy of the order passed in 
C.A. 8/98, but again the present applicant failed to 
implement the order passed by this hon'ble tribunal, 
and hence has filed the present application on 3.2.99 
for extension of time for implementing the ordei 
passed in C.A.8!98 and though the objections raised 
the office were notified on 3.2.99. but till date the 
present applicant has not taken care to remove the 
office objections and thus considering the totL: 
conduct and the back ground of the applicant 
appears that the applicant is interested in only pass1I1 

the time and not interested in implementing an 
executing the order passed by this tribunal. In tl.. 
result under sub clause 4 of Rule 5 of C.A. I 
Procedure Rules, the registration is declined and ti 
n'atter is ordered to be placed before the hon'ble bend 
tr further necessary orders on 12.4.99 

A.S.SA1 
Re i st 
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ORDER 

Last chance is given to the applicant for 

removing the office obiection. Adjirned to 
14.5.99. 

/(L-- 
(A .S .sanghavi) 	 (v.Radhairishnan) 
Member (j) 	 Member (A) 

nkk 

14 • 5 • 99 Mr.Iehta coun- le for the aplicant is not 

pr'sent. Extension fof time askec9 for has 
already 	exir1ed. Reglar number may be given tjL 
to this 14.N 	become infructious and disposed 
of. 

(A .S .sanghavi) 	 (V .Radhakrishrian) 
Member(J) 	 Mernber(A) 

nkk 



12,4.99 

14 • 5,99 

LLR  

tast chnce 1 is given to the aplicant for 
removing the cfff ice obection, 	 to 

4.5.99• 

(A.s.sarighav ) 	 (v.Raha:rjg1an) 
MéJTber(j) 	 Meer(A) 

nkk 

Mr.Mehta our - le for the a ,licart is n-t 
present. Exten ion fof time as3d for ha 
already been expired. Regular nuirber may be giver 
to this MisA arc3 become irfructos and disrogec 
of. 

A .S ,3ár.ghavi) 	 (v .Radhakrjshnan) 
MeDe(J) 	 MeTr33er(A) 

nkk 
1 

5. 


