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IN THE. CENTRAL_ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL HYDERABAD BENCH 3 HYDERABAD

. ' - ’ : ~ - A
ORIGINAL APPLIC.TION NO. 173 of 1990
MISCELLANEOUS APPLICATION NO. | of 1990
Shri fd ‘Jl@ﬂNVWLMx' /L/ FGVLL\ : , | ‘Ap;&icant(s)
‘ _Versus
C%xut;é{ai“ L g s Had
, B =
AL 26w,
"

Respondent (s)

This Applic%tion has been submitted td the Tribunal by
: .~
ma. 159 /LL4”“”?L““~ Aﬁsﬂb{%. ﬁL=44ﬂﬁ¢L~{€“.
. . rd .

Under Section 19 of the ‘Administr: :ive Tribunal Act, 1985and the same
has been scrutinised with reference to the points mentioned in check
iistﬁn.the-light of the provisions contained in the Administrative
Tribunal (Procedure) Rules, 1985. .

~

i A .
The Application has been in order and may be listed for
admission on'_____ 2f—~12-f> |
° v : ly
' ' <-—/:
i

DEPUTY REGISTRAR’ {J) . SCRUTINY OFFICER,

‘-...f!



Pa.rtichlafsf to be examined

Endorsement as to result of examination

10,

11,

12,

13.

14,

15,

16.

17

7

18

- MGIPRRND—3CAT/86—Sec,

Has the index of documents beeu filed and has
‘the paging been done properly?

Have the chronological details of representations

made and the outcome of such representation . .

been indicated in the application? .

Is the matter raised in the application pending

= beforearycourt of law or any other Bench of the
Tribunal?

Are the apphcstlon/dupllcste copy/spare copies

signed ?

Are extra copiés of the application with annexures

filed

{a) Identical with the original

(b) Defective

~(c) Wanting in Annexures

NO vivieiennnnn [Page Nos. ......... 7
.(d) Distinctly Typed?

‘Have full size envelopes bearing full address of
the Respondents been filed ?

Arg the given addresses, the registered addresses?

Do the names of the parties stawed in the copies,

tally with those indicated in the application?
Aro the translations certified to be true or sup-
ported by an affidavit affirming that they are

trus?

Arg the facts for the case mentioned under item
No. 6 of the application

(a) Concise?
(b) Under Distinct heads?

{c) Numbered consecutively?

(d) Typed in double space on one side of the

paper?

Have the particulars for interim order prayed for, 7/\’

stated with reasons?

T, Store (Day)—3-12-1986—150 Pads,

T
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\ ’ ' CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
R ; o PRINCIPAL BENCH, DELHI

.......................................................

~ appLicanT(® .Y ¥ /LMMVJN\ g 5 G

RESPONDENT (8)

........

Particulars to be examined ' Endorse"mgnt as to result
: : ‘ of examination .

1. 15 the appléca—tion Competent? ‘V - ‘%’t
2.  (a) Is the application in the ﬁmscribed form? ‘f\,
‘(b) Is tﬁe application in paper book form? : [f/l'}
’ () :ch preséribad number complete sets of the %
‘ applicati.oﬁ bee_n filed ? :
3 Is the application in time? - ' 744
If not, by h-oyv many daj‘s 1s it beyond time? . o

His sufficient cause for not making the applica-
tior. in time, stated? ‘

., Has the document of authorisation/Vakalat " %
name been filed?
. 5. 1s the applidation_ accompanied by B.D./L.P.O.
. for Rs. 50/~?7 Number ot BD.LLP.O. to bs Z’l
b 4 . recorded. ‘
. " . 1 T
6. .Hésthc'copy/copiss of the order(s) agaix{ét which o Z;V
the application is made, been filed?
1. (a) Have thecopies of the documents relied upon
- by the applicant and mentioned ir the ¢ppli- . m
cation been filed? : o
- I (b) Have the documents referred to in (2) above
duly sttested and fumbared accordingly? ¢
(¢) Arc the documents referred to in (a) ab%}ve ; tlf’u
peatly typed in double space? '

L)
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TYPLL BY COMPARELD &Y ' -
CHeCRED &Y APPROVELD BY

T DL CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE I'EIBURNAL

t N MYLEFABAD BLUCH AT HYLERABAL

The M SNT by ko dsan U (’éL]

| THE HOJ'5LE ME.V,NEELADRI RAO :V.C,
ALD

THE HON'BLE MR/R, BALASUBRMQANIAN:M (&)

* AND .
THE HON'BLL MR.CHANDRA SEKHAR REDDY
! tMEMBER(J)
AND ) '
THE HON! E MK,
DATEL: 4= 7 -1993
O;ELBE#TS’UDGMENT:
R.P./C.D/M.A. Na.
in
-.Aiwf\qg\qo,
T.A.lo, T (W.P.No. )
rdmitted and Interim directions
Disposed of with direstions
DismAssed as withdrawn
Digmissed’
i smissed for. default
' ke jected/Orddred
No order as td costs.
pvm ‘ | ' 7 % 3,3

Central A‘dministrati;; Tribu
DESPATCH

3 HARISEY V

HYDERABAD BENOTE G
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CIN THE CéNTRAL ADNINISTRE?IUE TRIBUNAL : HYDERABAD BENCH @jY

AT HYDERABAD

A.175/90 " date of decision : 22-2-93

Between

1. N. Ramulu
2., B. Narasimha
3. K. Suamy
4, T. Narahari
5. D. Sudhakar
6, Mohd. Yousuf Ali
7. A.P, Shankar
8. Mohd, Ghani
9, Azar Singh
'10. NGRI Employees' Union rep. by
- its General Secretary,
Sri K. Venkateswarlu, o
_Hyderabad : Applicants

and .

1. National Geophysical Research

~Institute (Council of Scientific

& Industrial Research), rep. by
its Controller of Admn,, Hyderabad

2, National Geaphysical Research
Institute, rep.,by its
Director, NGRI, Hyderabad 500007

3, Govt, of India, rep. by its
Secretary
Min. of Science & Technology

New Delhi Respondents

ew -

-

B.G. Ravindra Reddy

Counsel for the Applicants
' . Advocate .

Counsel for the Respondents : Chenna Basappa Desai

: ' | Standing Counsel for CSIR
CORAM
HON. MR, N.U, KRISHNAN, VICE~CHAIRMAN (ADMN) , AHMEDABAD BENCH

HON. MR, JUSTICE V., NEELADRI RAG, VICE-CHAIRMAN

Judgement

(Orders as Per Hon., Justice Y. Neeladri Rao, Vice-Chairman)
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| SRR 2 -
IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL DHYGERABAD 8E NCH
BN AT HYDERASAD '
DAUNa, 175/80 y .
T.A. o, - - Ot of Decicipn: 22-2-93 -

L}

N. Ramulu & 9 others

——— e e o : -

_Petitioner

8.C. Ravindra Reddy : ... Advocate for
—ll — . - [ “the Fzlitigher . .
(s)
'Ueraus |

of Adm.no y

-

e - Reszondent,

5 Chenna_ﬁasaffqufsal L ;_;miw_ﬂm“ —__Advecate for
. : the Respondent
. (s)
- CCRa4m;

THE HONTBLE MR, N.V. KRISHNAN, VIGE-CHAIRMAN (ROMN) , AHMEDABAD BENC

'THE HO& 'BLE mg.JUSTICEfu.'NEELAoRI RABy - /IG5 _CHAIRMAN ' -

.1.‘Ehether'ﬁeport&rs af local pépgrs may
Be allowsd to sge the Judament?

2, Ta be referrsd to the Reporters or nat?

/
I

3. Whether their Lcrﬁships.uish to see
- ths fair Copy of the Judgment?

4+ dhether it nsudg i, 02 circulated tg _ \
othner Benchas of . ths Tribunal?

5. Remarks aof Uicz-Chairman D11 <olumnsg

1,2,4 .(to De submitted to Hon'ble - ‘ R f
Vice=Chairman where he s not :a ) : - :
. the Banch,) . . 7 7S dé}, s ﬁf//
avl/ , ' ‘ T ‘ :
o T HNVK - “”NSS' -
L _ ' UC(A)
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The applicants are Casual Uorkmen in the National
Geophysical Research Institute (NGRI), Hyderabad, By OM
dated 15-4-1988 it was stated tha£ all the Casual Workers
uill_ba paid.at the rate of 1%Oth of the minimum of the pay
scale applicable to the relevant category plus proportionate
DA as-Déily Wages with effect from 1-1-1986, It was mentioned
in the said 0OM that it was issued in compliance with the
Judgement of Supreme Court in WP,59-60 & 563-70/83 and also
the Review Petition, But later on the Government of India
issued some guidelines in pursuance of the above judgement of
the Suprems ébur%iigiéggg the daily wages of the Casual Workers
at the raté of 1F0th of the minimum of relevant pay scals plus
appfapriate DA. The said naotification of the Central Govern-
ment was communicated by order dated 7-6-~1988, Then the
Director, NGRI, issued OM dated 20-2-1990 wherein it is stated
that ﬂSDth of the minimum of the pay plus DA have to be given
: fvoan |-, £%
effect from 7-5—1988 and as it was being implamenteq{ by

miétake}in pursuance of OM dated 15-4-1988, the excess amount

paid from 1-1-1986 to 6-6-1988 had to be recovered in 36 equal

~instalments,

2. The order dated 20-2-1990 is hainly challenged on thé

gfaund that no opportunity was given to the applicants before

the above order vas passed and thus it violates the Principles‘

of Natural Jugtice. |

3. It is manifest from the facts stated that the Director,

NGRI, being a subordinate'authority cannot fPix wages on his

oun and he had to ?ix them in accordance with the guidelines

to be issued by CSIR,., As in this case the said guidelines
L | Ao A=

are given only by proceedings communitatedip 7-6-1388 af the

Ministry of Personnel, Govt., of India), the enhanced wagses had
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to be given effect to only f rom 7-6-1988 and not from a
date earlier., As it is a case of Fixation of wages, the
o T e A

workers will not have any say in the matter unless if<t—cemss
uymder industry where the wages will be‘uéually fixed 'on the
basis of negotiations, . So, it is not.a case where pre-notice
had to be issued for correcting an error, " In-all such matters
it is open to the aggrieved to demonstrate é?ign fact there

X a2 . : oA ‘ ) S

was afy error whith~isLasserted by the concerned authority .
the post notice will be given, in t he sense that it is oben

to the aggrieved to challenge the impugned order if it is not
in accordance with law. Hence, we do not accept the conten-
tion that the impugned order dt.20~2-1990 is vitiated on the

. alleged ground that Principles of Natural Justice are not

followed,

4, But as it ig a case of recovery of the excess amount
paid for about 30 montps}and in view of the wages the appli—-
cants are now drauing,mue feel that it is just and proper to
direct the respondents to recover the sams in 48 equal
.instalments'instead of 36 instaiménts as referred to in the
impugned‘order. fﬁelrecavery can be started from EP@ vages
of March, 1983 payablé by the end of Maréh, 199341kf2§
recovery as per the iﬁpugned order dated 20-2-1993 uas.é

stayed by this Tribunal by Interim Order).

5.., The DA is accordingly ordered. No costs.:
\M Z P } ' )U(l 4 S

(N.V., Krishnan) (M. Neeladri Rao)
Vice-Chairman(A) . : _ Vice-Chairman

‘w;% Dated : February 22, 93
‘Dictated in the Open Court

sk
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Typed hy: Compared by:

IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRISJE™ :
HYDERARBAD BENCH. ke

HOM'BLE MR.B.N.JAYASIMHA: (V.C.) ';/
- AND :
HON'BLE MR,D. SURYR RAO FEM%R(BUDL_
A
HON'BLE MR.J Jm ASIMHA RTHY: (M) (3)

HON'BLE MR.R. BALAS RAMANIAW: (M) (A)

<5
DATED: 2.%- ‘- G0
ORDER/JUBGMENTF—
M.ACTR.AL/TR . /No . I
T.AMNo. ' (WoF.No, )
0.A.N0. XS \@p
Agmitted and-Interim directions
isqued, s
Alloued. . nd }
Dismissdd. i
Dicposed with direction. E
M.A.O0rdared.
. No s_r_der as to\costs,
Sent to Xerox on: ' : ¢
g L 9
Central Adn - itratiya Trihunel
VT O
¥

7yt cuigdl

CHYDERABAD BENCHJ






