
CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBLJAL 
BANGALORE BENCH 

CommerciaF. Complex (BOA) 
Indiranagar 
Bangalore - 560 038 

Dated : 13 J A N 1989 

APPLICATION N0.S 	1775 & 1776  

W. P. NO. 	
. 

Applicap(pJ 	
Respondent(s) 

Shri Anantha Murthy & another 
	

V/s 	The Director, Census Operations in Karnataka, 
To 
	 Bangalore 	 . . 

1, Shri Anantha Plurthy 

Smt R. Gangamma 

(Si Nos. I & 2 - 

Lower Division Clerks 
Office of the Director of Census 
Operations in Karnataka 
21/19  Mission Road 
Bangalore - 560 027) 

Dr N.S. Nagaraja 
Advocate 
35 (Above Hotel Swagath) 
1st Main, Gandhinagar 
Bangalore - 560 009 

4, The Director 
Census Operations in Karnataka 
21/1, Mission Road 
Bangalore - 560 027 

5. Shri M. Vasudeva Rao 
Central Goit. Stng Counsel 
High Court Building 
Bangalore - 560 001 

Subject : S NDING COPIES OF ORDER PASD BY THE BENCH 

- 	Please find enclosed herewith the copy of 

passed by this Tribunal in the above said application(s) on 	-1-89 

PPuT1Y REGISTRAR 
(JUD End : As above 	 ICIAL)

0 



OATEOTHIS'TNCFi 

Present : Hon'ble 3ustice Sri K,S.Puttaswamy 	Iica Chairman 

- Honble Sri P.Srjnivasan 	 Member (A) 

APPLICATIDN Nos. 1775& 1776/88. 	- 

Anantha Murthy, 
U/a Lower Division Clerk, 
c/a the Director, 
Census of Operation in Karnataka, 
.Bangalore.. 

Smt.P.Gangamma, 
U/a Lower Division Clerk, 
Office of

* 
 'the-Director, 

Census Operation in Karaataka, 
Bangalore. 

( Or.f9.S.Nagaraja 

vs. 

Applicants 

Advocate ) 

The Director, 
S  Census Operation in Karnatka, 
21/1, Nission Road \  
Bangalore - 27. 

( Sri M.Vasudeva Rea 

Respondent 

.. 	Advocate ) 

These applications having come up before the Tribunal 

today, Hon'ble Member (A) made the following : 

OR OCR 

-, 	- 	- 
/ 

	

P 	
The two applicantsbefore us are working as Lower 

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

Census Operations, Bangalore. both of them were appointed 

as LJCs with effect fiom 9.10.1980 and their services were 

regularised with effect from 1.1.1935. Aseniority list 

of LOGS as on 1.7.1987 was brought out by the Joint Director 

-. 
- 	- 



of Cen6ts Op atiid,a,' )carnataka, Bengalore, vidhis 
. 	 . 	 ..• 	. 	 ,......- 	.' 	 . 

office memorandum dated 17.8.1988. In the seniority list, 

the first applicantS appears at Serial No.9 an.the second 

applicant at SerialNo.4 and this pJsitionof seniority 

is. based on the date from thjhey were regularised. 

In these applirations, their prayer is that the seniority 

list be quashed and the respondents be directed to.re—draw 

the seniority list reckoning the seniority of the applicants 

from the date they were oiven ad hoc appointment and not 

from the date they were reqularly appointed. 

Ur.11.S.Nagar&ja, learned counsel for the applicants, 

submitted that what the applicants want is that the ±Iate 

of regular appointment in their cases be shown as 9.10.1980 

and not 1.1.1985 in view of a long Lne of decisions holding 

that when ad hoc service is followed by regularisation, the 

regularisation should take effecfrom the commencement of 

ad hoc service. He, however, admits that this will not 

affect the relative seniority of the ap1icants vis—a—vis 

those senior to them in the said seniority list, 

Sri 1i.\Jasudeva F'eo, learnedicounsel for the respondents, 

submitted that a similar application involving the same issue 

was dismissed by us in applications 4o.1758 to 1755/86, 

.N.1uralidhr and others vs Jirecor of Census Operations, 

bangalore. He submitted that followinç the principle of 

that decision, these applications eserved to be dismissed. 

Having considered the rival contentions carefully, 

we are of the vi•w that these applications deserveto be 

dismissed. The decisions rendered by the Supreme Court on 



which Dr.Nagaraja re1es were rendered In the, context of 

determining relative seniority of persons in a cadre. In 

this case, neither of the applicants wants his position of 

seniotity altered. Their only apprehension is that the 

service rendered •by them prior to the date of their re—

gularisation may not be counted for determining eligibility 

for promotion to higher posts. Thus, the various decisions 

cited on behalf of the applicants have really no bearing on 

the facts of these cases. As we have pointed out in 

(lurlidharts case, if the applicants are denied promotion to 

higher posts ignoring the srvice rendered by them before 

regularisation, then they would have a cause of action which 

they cbuld,if so deemed fit, agitate at the appropriate time. 

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

dismissed leaving the pajtxes to bear their own costs. 
- 	 ------ I •- 	- 
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