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IA II IN APPLICATION NO (S) - 677 & 678 / 87(F)
i |
W.P. NO (D) /
Rpplicant (w) " Respondents
Shri K. Prahlad Ras & anr V/s The Seoratary, Department ef Pests,
New Delhi & 2 Ors
To |
'5. The Fb-t,ﬁalt-r General
1. Shri F‘ Prahlad Rae . Karnataka Circle
2. 5hl:‘i H.‘ﬂl t.hu.r.'” ‘ ..ng.l.“ =,
6. The Sub-Recerd Officer
(S1 Nes, 1 & 2 - . | RMS 'Q' Divisien
C/e Shri M, Raghavendra Achar Shigoga
Advecate | 7. Shri M, Vasudsva Res

1074-1075, 4th Cress, 2nd Main
Sraenivasanagar 1I Phase
Bangalers - 560 050)

Shri M, Raghavsndra Achar
Advecate

1074-1075, 4th Cress, 2nd Main
Sreenivasanagar II Phass
Bangalers - 560 050

4, The Secrstary
Department of Pests
Dak Tar Bhavan

New Delhi - 110 004

Subject 3

Central Gevt, Stng Cesunssl
High Ceurt Building
Bangalere = 560 001

SENDING COPIES OF ORDER PASSED BY THE BENCH

\
please find cnclosed herewith a copy of ORDER/¥RKY/IWREREMXBREEKX

paésed by this Tribunal in the above said application(s) on
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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
BANGALORE BENCH 3 BANGALORE

DATED THIS THE 3RD NOVEMBER 1989
PRESENT sHon'ble Justice Shri K.S. Putteswemy 8 Vice-Chairman

Hon'ble Shri P, Srinivesan | ] Member (A)
PPLICATION NOS AND

K. Prahled Rao and another eses Applicente
i (Shl". MeReAchar P Advoceta)
Ve

The Secretery, Department of Posts and others ... Respondents

§Shri M,Vesudeve Reo ... Advccete)

ORDERS ON 1.,A.No,2 3 Application to recall our orders

In this I.A, the applicante in A No.677 end 678/87 have
moved to recall our order made on 25,8,1987 and hear their

applications on merits,

2. The applicants in A No,677 and 676/87 who were working as
Extra Departmental Agents (EDA) and Short Duty Sorting Assistants
(SDSA) approechsd thie Tribunal along with many others to
consider their cases for regulerisation es S0SAs, Thasas
applicaticns and the connected spplications came ‘l'.lp before

us on 25.8,1987 for final heering. On hearing the learnsd
counsel for the applicants and others we were inclined to
a3$opt the submission made for the respondents noticed at para
 ? of our order. On that we asked the applicants tc maks

. choice either to continue es a EDAs or SDSAs, On this the
epplicents who were present in court, through thsir learned

counsel Smt. Yamuna Sridharen stated before us that they



On the besis of this order, the applicents have sought

for recalling the order made by us.

4.' In resisting IA No.2 the respondents have filed their
reply, In their reply tﬁa respondents have asserted that

the applicants gave an underteking before us and the seme
had been correctly recorded by us in parg 10 of our order and
on that basis only we dismissed their applicationas, On
these grounds the respondents urge that we should not

recall our order.

Se Shri M.R, Achar, learned counsel for the spplicents
does not deny that the spplicants gave their underteking
before us and the same has beencorrectly recorded by us,
But he contendes that on that basis itself their spplications
shoudid h not have been diseissed without examining their
case on merite since there wes no bar ageinst their holding

tuc poste at one and the same time,

6« Shri M, Vasudeva Reo, lesarned counssl for the rsspon-
dents econtends that when #nca we find that the recordings
was correct then there is no reeson to recell our order on

any grounde urged by Shri Achar in this aspplication.

=, Te We have noticed that we wers inclined to sccept the
7 RAT /;/?\‘:*
i‘\&\‘?, ~7~_ 7. R submissions of the respondents that a person cannot held
‘ . b \

poets at one and the same time viz, as EDA and SOSA,
‘&ﬁ that basie only we invited the ippllcants to meke a

féhaico to which they made & choice. Shri Achar does not

dispute that we hava correctdy rscmrded their undertekings.
If that is so then we do not find any justification to

recall our order on the grounds urged by Shri Acher in



thess applications,

| 8, In the light of our sbove discussion we hold that

this IA is lisble to be rejected. We, therefors, reject
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