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Commercial- Complex (BDA)
Indiranagar ,
Bangalore -~ 560 038 :
: Dated 3 1 3 J A N 1989
APPLICATION NOS 1775 & 1776 / 88(F)
W.P. NO, . ——
Applicant(s) ' Respondent(s)
Shri Anantha Murthy & another v/s The Director, Census 099rati°"s in Karnataka,
' Bangalore
To ’ - _
g - ) 4, The Director
1. Shri Anantha Murthy ‘ :

Census Opsrations in Karnataka
21/1, mission Road

2, Smt R. Gangamme Bangalore ~ 560 027

(51 Nos, 1 & 2 = : — 5. Shri M, Vasudeva Rao .
o ‘ Central Govt. Stng Counsel
Lower Division Clerks g ' High Court Building
- Office of the Director of Census Bangalore -~ 560 001

Opsrations in Karnataka
21/1, mission Road
Bangalore - 560 027)

3. Dr M.S. Nagarajs
Rdvocate
35 (Above Hotel Swagath)
Ist ‘Main, Gandhinagar
Bangalore - 560 009

' ‘\./Egg\Subjer:‘l:."~

: SENDING COPIES OF URDER PASSED BY THE BENCH

Please find enclosed herewith the copy of ORDERxsixx/xxxsxxmxauBEK
passed by this Trlbunal in the above said appllcatlon(s) on 6~1--89
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‘Preéeﬁt :vHoanié'justice Sfi'K;S.Puttésuéﬁy' v;?ﬁiéeiﬁhéifméa

Honible Sti P.Srinivasan . fembsr (A)

APPLICATION Nos. 1775 & 1776/88.

1. Anantha furthy,

{ ' W/a Lower Division Clerk,

i - L - ©8/o the Director,

‘ Census of Operation in Karnatake,
Bangalore. )

2, Smt,R . Gangamma,
W/a Lower Division Clerk,
-0ffice of the-Director,
Census Operation in Karnataka, )
. Bangalore, : . P “Applicants

( or.m.S.Nagaraja ' : ese Advocate )
Vs,
The Director,
. Census QOperation in karnat:ka,
21/1, Mission Road,

Bangalore - 27, cae Respondent

( Sri m.vasudeva Rao eee Advocate )

These épplications having come up before the Tribunél

today, Hon'tle Member (A) made the following @
ORDER -

The'tuo applicants_before us are working as Lower

Division Clerks (LDC) in the office of the Director of

Census Operations, Bangalore. Both of them were appointed

as LICs with effect from 9.10.1980 and their services were

e

regularised with effect from 1.1.1935, A ‘seniority list

of LDCs as on 1.7.1987 was brought,out by the Joint DJirector
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.office me

the seniority list reckoning the se

= A P
““Karnataka, 'Ba

< L -

deted 17.8.1988.

P

e

maféﬁqu_
the first ap;licaﬁt«appaérs ét Séri
applicant at:Seriél-No.a»and éhis‘p
is. based on the date.from ﬁh;b§§hey
In these applications, their prayer
list be quashed and.the respoﬁdents

from the date they were civen ad ho

from the date they were recularly a

2. Dr.m.é;Nagarsja, learned cou
submitted that what the épplicants
of.reéular abpointment in tgei: cas
and not 1.1.1985 in view of a long
thzt whan ad hoc service is followe
regularisation should take effecqfr
ad hoc service. He, however, admiﬁ

affect the relative seniority of th

those senior to them in the said se

3. Sri M.Jasudeva hao, learned
submittedbthat a similar applicati$

was dismissed by us in applications

n

In the sénigri@y:iisﬁ,':'“

- ’ .3

;l No.9 qnqvtﬁa second
asition'of ééniority
were régularised.

is that the seniority )

be directed to ‘re-draw

nio:jty of the appliéants

¢ appointment ahd not

ppointed.

hsel for the applicants,
want is thet the date

es be shown as 9,10,1980
line of decisions ‘holding
d by reqularisation, the
om the commencemen£ of

s that this will noﬁ
e‘adplicants vis—a=vis

niority list.

N

n involving the same issue

40.1758 to 1765/83,

MeNoMuralidhar and others vs Director of Cansus Opsrations,

Bangalore. He submitted that follp

that decision, ‘these applicetions d

4o Having considered the rival

we are of the vizw that these appli

disnissed. The decisions rendered

Pt

wing the principle of

eserved to be dismissed.

contentions cerefully,
cations deservecto be

by the Supreme Court on

ceeeed/s

e n e R

counsel for the respondents,




which DixNagé:ajg teiieg'ﬁére rendsred in the context of

~

- S _-' ) detéfmining'raia£ivé"seniority'6f pgrsons'in a cadre. In
this case, nel£her,of the épplicants wants ﬁis position of
seniotify altaréd. Theig only agprehension is that the
service rendered by them prior td‘the.date of their re-
cularisation may not be counted for determi&iné eligibility
for promation to higher posts. Thus, the vafious decisions .
cited on behalf of the applicants havé really no Eeariﬁg on -
tﬁe facts of .these cases., As we have pointéd out in
Nurlidha?'s case, if the applicants are denied promotion to
higher posts ignoring the service rendered by them before

,regularisétion, t hen they would have a cause of éftion which

they cahld,if so deemed fit, agitate at the appropriate time,

5. In view of ths above, both the applications are

dismissed leaving the pafties to bear their own costs,
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