
BEFORE THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
BANGALORE BENCH, BANGALORE 

1 
DATED THE TWENTYSECOND OCTOBER 1986 

Present: Hon'ble Shri Ch. Ramakrishna Rao ... 	Member (J) 

Hon'ble Shri P. Srinivasari 	... 	Member (A) 

APPLICATION NO.828/86j 

Smt. Usha Ramechandran, 
Lower Division Clerk, Office of the 
Executive Enginesr, Southern Gauging 
Division, Central Water Commission, 
No.5, B.P.Wadia Road, 
Bangalore-4 	 ... Applicant 

(Shri Ranganath Joiss  Advocate) 

Us. 

Central Water Commission, 
Ministry of Agriculture & Irrigation, 
Government of India, New Delhi, 
represented by its Secretary. 

The Superintunding Engineer, 
Central Water Commission, 
Investigation Circle No. II, 
Faridabad, Haryana. 

The Superintend1rg Engineer, 
Central Water Commission, 
Hydrological—OBS & Fr(s) Circle, 
Hyderabad-4 (A.P) 

The Executive Engineer, 
Southern Gauging Division, 
Central Water Commission, 
B.P.Wadia Road, Bangal.re-4. 

Sri R.C.Acharjes, Lower 
Division Clerk, Tipiaimukh 
Investigation Circle, Central Water 
Commission, Shillong. 

Sri N. 3othi].ingam, Lower Division 
Clerk, Investigation Circle No.1, 
Faridabad, Haryana. 

Miss Usha Kumari Rudramma, 
Lower Division Clark, C/O The 
Supsrintendlrig Engineer, Central 

- 	 Water Commission, Hyderabad-4 (A.P) 	... Respondents. 

(Shri N.Basaraju, Advocate) 

This application came up before the Court for hearing 

today. Hon'ble Member (A) made the following; 

OR 0 ER 

The applicant was working as an ad hoc Lower 

Division Clerk in the office of the Central Water Commission 

at Bangalore when she was served a notice dated 5-5-1981 that 
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her services would stand terminated after the expiry of 

a period of one month from that date. It appears that 

after the notice period expired, her services were not 

actually terminated, but she was retained till g—ii—igai 

and an that date she was relieved. Shri Ranganath Joic, 

learned ceunsel for the applicant, contends that in the 

first place, her services should not have been terminated 

because Respondents 5 and 6 who were junior to her were 

continued. In the second place, he urges that since she 

was not relieved from service an the expiry of the notice 

period and she was continued in service thereafter, she 

should not have been relieved from service without another 

notice of one month. 

As mentioned earlier, the applicant was relieved 
at 

an 8-11-1981 i.e. five years ago and she wasLthat time an 
at 

ad hoc appointee whose services could be terminatedany time. 

She had, strictly speaking, no right to continue in the post. 

The only point made in her favour was that two persons who 

joined in the same post of temporary Lower Division Clerk 

after her, had been retained and the principle of "last ceme 

first go" has not been followed. Of the two respondents, to 

whom reference has been made in the petition, viz. respondente 

5 and 69  we find that respondent 6 was rogularised in service 

from Augusi978. Since he became regular before 19809  and the 

applicant for some reason or the other had not been made 

regular, we cannot say that the services of respondent No.6 

should have been terminated and not of the applicant. So 

far as respondent No.5 is concerned, neither the applicant 

nor the respondent is able to giv, us full particulars as 

to where he was working in 1981 when the applicant was 

relieved. In any case five years after the event, we do not 

want to disturb the settled order of things which we have to 

do if the applicant's request for restoration is upheld. 

Considering that she was only an ad hoc temporary appointee 

and her services were liable to be terminated when regular 
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appointees become available, we do not think it apprepriats 

at this stags to accede to her request. 

In the view we have taken, the application is 

dismissed. However, before parting with this matter, we must 

make a reference to an application made by the applicant to 

the High Court of Karnataka (IA—I) on 31-10-1984 wherein a 

letter dated 8-6-1984 of the Government of India, Department 

of Personnel & Administrative Reforms, is quoted whereby It 

had been decided, to regularize all appointments made before 

4-11-1978. Along with this application, the applicant attached 

a letter dated 29-6-1984 said to have been written by the 

Executive En gin sir to the Superintendin tngin ser, Hydrological 

Observation & Fv(s), Circle, Central Water Commission, Hyderabad, 

recommending that the applicant be considered for absorption 

in his office in a vacancy likely to arise in the near future. 

In making this recommendation, the Executive Engineer refers 

to the Government of India' a letter dated 8-6-1984 and the 

experience gained by the applicant when she was earlier working 

in that office. Shri Basavaraju, learned ceunsel for the 

respondents stated before us that he would recemmend to the 

authorities that they should consider giving the applicant a 

fresh appointment in view of her earlier experience. We hope 

the authorities will view the matter sympathetically and if 

possible give her a fresh appointment. 

The application is dismissed subject to the 

observation made above 

' 
(CH.Ramakrishna flea) 

r'lember (J) 

J_1 
(P. Srinivaean) 

Plember( A) 
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EGISTERED 

CENTRAL AoMIfIsTRATIE TRIBUNAL 
BANGALORE BENCH 

REVIEW APPLICATION No, 	4/Er7 	 COMMERIAL COfIPLEX,(BDA) 
in Application No. 	828/86(1) 	INDIRANAGrR, 
(wp.No. 	 BANGPLURE...560 038. 

DATEG: 2 

APPLICANT 	 Ifs RESPONDENTS 
Smt Usha Rarnachandran The Secy, M/o Agriculture & Irrigation 

TO 
and Ore 

1. 	Smt Usha Ramachandran The Superintending Engineer 
L D C Central. Water Commission 
Office of the Executive Engineer Hydrological Des & Fr(s) Circle 
Southern Gauging Division Hyderabad - 4 	(A.P.) 
Central Water Commission 
No. 5, BP Wadia Road The Executive Engineer 
Bangalore - 560 004 Southern Gauging Division 

Central Water Commission 
2. 	Shri H.S. Jois No, 5, B.P. Wadia RoSd 

Advocate Bangalore - 560 034 
150/36, National High School Road 
Bangalore - 560 004 7. 	Shri R.C. 	Acharjee 

L D C 
3. 	The Central Water Commission Tipiamukh Investigation Circle 

Ministry of Agriculture and Central Water Commission 
Irrigation, Govt. of India ShilThi,g 
New Delhi—lID 001 

8. 	Shri N. Jothilingam 
4. 	The Superintending Engineer - L D C 

Central Water Commission Office of the Executive Engineer 
Investigation Circle 	. n Southern Rivers Division 
Faridabad, Heryana Central Water Commission 

50K, Nehru Street 

SUBJECT: 	SENDING COPIES Rem N8Qar, Coimbatore - 641009 
OF ORDER INASSED BY THE 

BENCH 	IN APPLICATION NO. 	4/87 

.... 

Please rind enclosed herewith the copy of the Order 
passed by this Tribunal in the above said Application on 

19-3-87 

E1CL: Asabove. 

Miss Ushe Kumarj Rudrarnms 
L D C 
C/o The Superintending Engineer 
Central Water Commission  
Hyderabad - 4 

,:-J,',DE UTY REGTRAR 
(JUDIcAL) 

Shri N. Basavereju i 

Advocate 
High Court Buildings 
Bangalore - 560 001 



. 8EFoFE THL CEJIhAL ADIIINISTRATIJE ThIBUNAL 
€ANGALORE BE.NCH, BANGALURE 

DATLJ TiIS THE NINETELNTH DP1Y OF MARCH, 1987 

Present : Hon'ble Shri Ch,Ramakrjghna Rao 

Hon'bls Shri P,Srjnjvasar, 

RIIEw - APPL1CATIEJ NC. 4/87 

Smt.Usha Ramachandran, 
LDC( Since ter:jnated ), 
0/a the Exec(jtjv8 Ençr., 
Southern Caugino Division, 
Central Water Commission, 
No.5, BP uiadia Road, 
Bangalore - 4. 

( Shri H.S.J0j5 	 ... 	Advocate ) 

flember(j) 

Memer(A) 

APPL IC ANT 

"Se 

1.The Central Water Commission, 
fVI/o Ariculture ani Irriation, 
Covt. Of Ifldja, New i)elhi - 1. 

The Superintending Entineer, 
Central uiater Commission, 
Investioation Circle No.11, 
Faridabad, (HMRYP.NA ). 

The Superintending Engineer, 
Central Water Commission, 
Hydrolccjcal OBS &FF(s) Circle, 
HyderLad.-4. 

The Executive Engineer, 
Southern Cauqing Division, 
Central Water Commission, 
BP Wadia Road, Bangalore-4. 

Sri R.C.Acharjee, LX, 
Tipiamukh Investigation Circle, 
Central U ter Commission, 
Shillong. 

Sri.N.Jothiljngam, LX 
Investigation Circle No.1, 
Faridabaci, (HARYAJA). 

Miss Usha Kumari Rudramma,LDC, 
C/c The Supdt.Enqineer, 

\\ 	 Central Water Commission, 
Hyderabad - 4. RESPQNJ[rJT5. 

This application has come up before the court today. 

Hcn'ble Shri P.Srinivasan, Meniber(A) made the following : 
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ORDER 

In this review application, the applicant wants us to 

review our Order dated 20.11.1986 rendered in Application No. 

828/86. In that order, we had rejected th applicant's prayer 

for (i) quashing an order terminating her ervices w.e.f 8.11.1981, 

and (ii) for directions to regularise her in the post of L.D.C. 

w.e.f. the date respondent No.('R.6 0 ) had been regularjs-d. 

We were of the view that the services of the applicant 

having been terminated more than 5 years earlier, granting her 

request would upset the settled order of things, and in any case, 

she was only an adhoc appointee whoee services could be terminated 

at any time. We had also noticed that R-6 had been regularised 

as early as in 1978, while the applicant had not been regularised 

till her services were terminated on 8.11.1981. The ragu].arjsa—

tion of R-6 as such was not t#u challenged in the application. 

If we were to grant the applicant's request, the regularisation 

of R-6 would h:- je to La cancelled, a result which we could not 

impose on R-6 at that stage. Neither the applicant norlo the 

respondents could give any particulars about R-5. It was in 

these circumstances that we dismissed the plication. However, 

while doing so, we had recorded an observation suggesting that 

learned counsel for the respondents could recommend to the 

authorities to consider giving a fresh appointment to the appli—

cant in view of her earlier service. 

Shri Ranqanath Jois, learned counsel for the applicant, 

contends that the original application was initially filed as a 

Wtit petition in the High Court of Karnataka in 1981 immediately 

after the applicant's services had been terminated, and so could 

not be considered to be late 	According tohim, R-6, should not 

have been regulailsed in August 1978, and the applicant being 

I 



senior should have been regularised instead. 

Shri N.Basavaraju, learned standing Counsel for the 

Central Govt. eppering for the respondents, contends that this 

review application should not be admitted. 

We may reiterate here what we have been saying regu— 

larly earlier 	thatLreview we do not 8it in judgemant over our 

own orders. We have earlier taken the view that the app1jants 

prayer could not be granted 5 years af'ter the order terminating 

her services had been passed. We could not displace R-6 in 

favour of the applicant because he had been regularised rightly 

or wrongly in August 1978 itself and the applicant had not prayed 

for cancellation of the formers' regularisation. This being so, 

we do not propose reappraising the merits of the case and re—

consider our view in this regard. We would, however, reiterate 

the observations made by us in the penultimate paragiaph of 

our original order for consideration by the authorities. Shri 

Basavaraju, has taken note of this observation and has agreed 

coo 
to(the needful in the matter. 

In the result, we decline to admit 'this review appli—

cat I ci n. 

zz1 
MEIIBER(J) ' 	 1'1ENBER(A) 

- 
AN, 

s ouj 

- 


