
CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNPL 
BRNGALORE BENCH 

1 4 
W 	 Second floor, 

Commercial Complex, 
Indiranagar, 

Bàngalore-38. 

Dated: 	T 

PPLICkrIorsJ NO(s) 	521 of 199 

PPLICANT: C.Sounder Rajan 	REPONDENTS:SeCrètarY Ministry of 

Finance,NDeJ.hi & Others. 
TO. 

1.. 	Sri.M.Madhusudan,Advocate, 
No.844,Upstajrs,Fjfth Block, 

- Rajajinagar,Barigalore_.10. 

Accountant General in Karnataka, 
(Accounts & Entitlements), 
angalore. 

Sri.G.Shanthappa,Addl.Central 
Govt.Stng.Counsel,Hjgh Court Bldg, 
Bangalore.-1. 

1JBJECT:— Forwardina of copies of the Orders passed by 
the Central Adminitra€ive Tribunal,Bangalore. 

—xxx— 

Please find enclosGd herewith a copy of. the 
- ORDER/STAY - ORDER/INTERIM ORDER/, Passed by this Tribunal 
in the above mentioned application(s) on°3"21993' 

~ -. 

DEPUTY RE6ISTRR 
-YJUDICIAL BR#NC4-IES. 
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CENTRAL ADHIFISTRATIVE rfRIBU1AL:  BANGALORE BENCH 

ORIGINAL APPLICATION NUMBER 521 OF 1993 

DATED THIS TilE 3RD DAY OF DECEfIBER,1993 

i'ir .Justice P.K.Shyamsundar, 

And 

Hr. V.Ramakrislinan, 

C.Sounder Eajan, 
S/o C.Cninnaswamy, 
Agei 34 years, resident of 
No.2671, ii.A.L.II Stage, 
l7tn i'iain, IV Cross, Indiranagar, 
Banalore-560 008. 

.Vice-Chairitian. 

i4eiuber(A). 

Applicant. 

(by Advocate M.-iadiiusudan' 

V. 
The Union of India, 

represented by its Secretary, 
11inistry of Finance, 
New Delhi. 

Coptro11er and Auditor General 
of India, r'o.10, Bahadursha Zafar rlarg, 
ew Delhi-liD 002. 

The Accountant General in Karnatalda, 
(Accounts & Eiititlement ,Bangalore. 

Accountant General in Karnataka 
(Auait-I), A(arnataka, 3angaiore. Respondents. 

.,By Standinb  Counsel Siiri G.S!iantnappa). 

ORDNN 

P.K.Snyamsundar,Vice-Chairman: 

We nave heard both .sides at the stage of admission itself. 

(.4Q 	e) are satisfied that there is no merit in this application 

aAfd therefore, we propose to dismiss it in limine for the follow- 

-. -•- c-- . 	 . 	. 
/ ing reasons. ihe applicant wants his service in Group-i) cadre 

in the local Accountant General's office be reularised and 

he is treated as Group-U official from 1-4-1984 when ne started 

worKing on a temporary basis and continued as sucii right upto 

to 1987, after which he took a Dreak and according to hini that 

I 
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was necessary because he was not well and when he recouped his. 

health went back to the office of the Accountant General on 

4-8-1987 to pick the thread but was denied the opportunity of 

working. 

2. he made a series of representations, copies are produced 

at 	Arinexures A 	to 	U, 	F & 	C in wuich the main thrust is 	that 

nis 	services should 	have 	neen regularised and 	tnere 	being 	no 

response 	he has 	collie 	to 	us for 	relief. But, 	we 	notice 	that 

one 	of 	tne representation was 	actually turned 	down 	as 	per 

Annexure-L dateU 8-7-1991. it was pointed out that he diu not 

qualify for rebularisation because he had not served tne depart- 

- 	 iiient for a miriiinu.i period of 203 days as enjoined by tne relevant 

Scne;e. inc endorseutent at Annexure-E reans - 

Witn reference to his representation dated 
19-10-1990 addressed to tiie Comptroller and Auditor 
General of India, iew Uelhi, Sri C.Sounder Rajan is 
hereby informed that since lie had not served for tue 
iiiinimuii periof of 2u6 days in eachof tue preceeding 
two years as casual labourer, he was not considered 
for rebular appointment as droup-fJ. 

The very endorsement is reiterated in tile objection stateient. 

A detailed reference is made to tue number of days the applicant 

nab worked all of waich indicates that he had not worked for 

a ifilnimum period of 206 days him for stak
to  wiica would qualify ing 

f 
'2 \Nnis clai 

\\ 

for reuiar1sdt1o1i in 	roup-l) 

. 	It is 	now not 	denied 	by 	the learned counsel 	for 	the 

\ applicant that 	time computation of 	tue service rendered 	by 	the 

applicant has been properly computed, with 	time result he cannot 

now say tnat tic is duly qualified for regularLsatioii under the 

Sciieae in question and tnerefore the prayer for re5ularisation 

as made in his application is clearly untenable. Since no other 

ground is raised or urged, we reject this application at the 
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admission stage itself. 

4. 	But, 	then 	learned 	counsel 	tells 	us 	that even 	to-day 

the 	applicant 	is 	prepared 	to 	go 	and 	accept work 	as 	casual 

labourer 	with 	the 	local 	Accountant 	General. We 	are 	sure 	if 

he goes to the said office and makes the necessary application 

seekin6  opportunity to work as a casual labourer, the approprite 

authority would respond subject to availability of work. 	Under 

tne circumstances he 	would do well to approach the authorities 

and seek for ernpoyment opportunity as aforesaid. No costs. 

MR(AJ 

ECTOF4 OFFICER 
GLUM,  ADIVIIIIISTRATIVE TR1!J 1  

DITlONA1 REIC 


