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For the respondents 
	

Mr .Ashok Mis bra 
Sr.Standing Counsek 
(Central Government) 

a.. 
C ORM: 

THE HONOUMBLE MR.K.P. ACHRY, VICE — CHIIRN 

AND 

THE HONO1PABLE MR .H.RAJE)M PRASAD, MEE 

JUDGMENT  

.K.p.C}!ARYA,V10E..CHAIpJ4Ns Vjde Annexures 1 and 2, the petitioners 

were appointed as Assistant Store Keepers under Opposite 

Party Nos. 3 and 4. Petitioner Shri Sadanada £ti was 

appointed from 15.6.1987 to 14.9.1987 aad petitioner No.2 

Shri Subash Khera was appointed from 13.6.1987 to 19.9.1987 

Subsequently, their serv ices were regularised vide 

Annexures-3 and 4 with effect from 1,8.1989. Grievance 

of the petitioners is that their services should have been 

regularised retrospectively with effect from the date of 

their initial appointment. }*ce, this application has 

been filed with the aforesaid prayer. 

2. 	In their canter the opposite parties nintain 

that law does not permit such retrospective regularisation. 
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and so far as the judgments of Hyderabad Bench and 

Andhra Pradesh High Court are concerned, it cannot 

be acted upon, because the petitioners were not 

parties in thos, writ petitions; and therefore, it 

is maintained by the èpposite parties that the case 

being devoid of merit is liable to be dismissed, 

3. 	We have heard Mr.Ashok !'bhenty, learned 

couasel for the petitioners and Mr.Ashok Mishra, 

learned Standing Counsel. 

4 • 	Mr.Ashok !bhanty placed before us the 

judgments of the Central Administrative Tribunal, 

All 
	 Hyderabad teach passed in TA. No.145 of 1917, 

disposed of on 28th day of March, 1989, in which 

( I 

co 	

" the view taken by the Andhra Pradesh High Court in 

Q 	 . 	I 
writ Petition No.1619 of 1985 giving Its. to TA.No. 

$68 of 1986 allowjthe prayer of the petitioners 

and directed th.t.iegularisation of sevices of the 

petitioners with effect from the date of their initial 

appojtent • We find there is considerable force in 

the content o* of Mr,Ashok Mohanty that the view taken 
both by Andhra Pradesh kigh Court and Hyderabad Beack 

apply ta full force to the facts of the present case. 

Even if the petitioners were not parties in these 

writ petitions befdre the Andhra Pradesh High Court 

and before the flyderabad Beh, if a particular law 

laid down by a competent court helps or comes to the 
rescue of a particular peson aggrieved, the lan 

fi nst be used in his/her fav our and due protection 
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must be given to the person aggrieved. Since we have 

held that the observations or the rule laid dn by 

the Andhra Pradesh High Court and Hyderabad Bench 

apply in full, force to the facts of the present case, 

we would direct that the services of the petitioners 

M/s.Sadanonda Ptj and Subash Iara be regularised 

retrospect Ivelywith effect from they .date of their 

initial appointments and accordingly their seniority etc. 

must be computed in their favour. Thus the application 

stands al1od. No 

MEPER (DMIIS ATIV) 	 VICE..CHtIR 4$7 M4OV$ 

Central Administrative Tribunal 
uttack Bench Cuttack 

dated the 17.11.1993/BK.Sahoo 


