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IN TECENThAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 1-IYDERABAD BENCH : HYDEBABAD 

ORIGINAL APPLIC.TIoN NO. 	I) ' 	of 1990 

MISCELLANEOUS APPLICATION No. 	 of 1990 

Shri 	'4 	Ic 	 Applicant(s) 

Versus 

C— 

Respondent (s) 

This Application ha been submitted to the Tribunal by 

. 	 . 

Under Section L9 of the Adminjstru• Ave Tribunal Act, 1985and the same 

has been scntinised with reference to thepoints mentioned in check 

listin theelight of the provisions contained in the Administrative 

Tribunal (Procedure) RuJes, 1985. 

The Application has been in order and may be listed for 
admission on -___ 

DEPUTY RESIST2R"(J) 	 SCRUTINY OFFICER. 



ti 

uj/t 

Particulars: 	examined 

2 	 cC.. 
Endorsement as to result of exAmination 	t 

	

S. 	Has the index of documents been 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 
before arycourt of lawor any other Benchpf the 
Tribunal? 

	

11. 	Are the applicztion/duplicrte copy/spare copies 
signed? 

	

12. 	Are extra copiOs of the application with annexures 
filed 

Identical with the original 

Defective 

(c) Wanting in Annexures 

No. ............ /Page Nos...........  

(d) Distinctly Typed? 

	

13. 	Have full size 'envelopes bearing full address of 
the Respondents been filed? 

	

14. 	Are the given add resses, the registered ad4resses? 

	

15. 	Do the names of the parties stacd in the copies, 
tally with those indicated in the application? 

	

16. 	Are the translations certified to be true or sup- 
ported by an affidavit arnrming that they are 
true? 

	

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

Concise? 	 - 

Under Distinct hnds? 

Numbered consecutie1y? 

d) Typed in double space on one side of the 
paper? 

	

18 	• 	Have the particulars for interim order prayed for, 
stated with reasons? 

MGIPRRND-3CAT/86--Sec, T, Store (Day)-3-12.1986--I50 Pads, 



- 	 CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 

I 	. 	 PRINCIPAL BENCH, DELHI 

-. APPLICANT(S) N 	 .. 

RESPONDENT..S 

Particulars to be examined 	. Endorsement as to result 
of examination 

Is the application Competent? 

(a) Is the application in the proscribed form? 

(b) Is the application in paper bDok form? 

(c) Hive proscribed number complete sets of the 

application been filed? 

3. 	Is the application in time? 

If not, by how many days is it beyond time? 

His suffiojcnt cause for not makinv the applica- 

tim'. in time, stated? 

has-tue 	document 	of aiithorisation/Vakaltt 

name been filed? 

Is the application accompanied by B.D./I.P.O. 

for Rs. 50/—? Number ot B.D./J.P.O. to he 

recorded. 	 . 

Has thecopy/copics  of the order(s) against which 

the application is made, been filed? 

(a) Hive the copies of the documents relied upon 

'ti by the appliethit and memtioned it,  the rppli-. 

cation been filed? 

(b) Havo the documents referred to in (a) above 

duly atteSted and humb3rod 	ccording1y? iAji 

(c) Are the documents referred to in (a) above 

neatly typed in double-space? 	. 



II 

TPLD BY( 	 BY 

CHnCiCTL BY 	 APPROVED BY 

IN Ii:JL oBiar-cAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 

ILDL1-.r3uj IiLLCrj Al HYThjPJ.bAD 

1PtN , coLwLG 

THE HOBBLE ML.V.NEELADRI RAO V.C. 

/E;MF,. 

D 

THE HON' 	.BALASIJBRAMANIAN:M(A) 

D. 

THE HON' Ws.NDRA SERHAR REDLY 
:MEMBER(J) 

ND 

THö RON' 

l993 

+tLCME NT; 

R.P./C.P/M.A. Ns. 

in 

\: 	$ 

T.A.No. 	 (w.P.Nc 

Adrnitd and Interim directions 

issue 

All wed 

Disposed of. with 

Dis&ssed as withdrawn 

Di missed 

4smissed for default 

$ejecteWotd&e4 
'47 

No order as to costs. 

sntral Administrative Tribun,Ø'i) 7 
DESPATCII 

BPIARIS$3 

RYDERABAD aEp(!fl-  4. 

pv m 

hi 



IN THE CENTRAL ADMINIST4TIUE TRIBUNAL 	HYDERABAD BENCH 

AT HYDERABAD 
0~r 

OA.175/90 
	

date of decision : 22-2-93 

Between 

N. Ramulu 
B. Narasxmha 

3, K. Swamy 
T. Narahari 
0. Sudhakar 

6, Mohd. Vousuf All 
A.P. Shankar 
IIohd. Ghani 
.Azar Singh 
NGRI Employees' Union rep, by 
its General Secretary, 
Sri K. Venkatesuarlu, 
Hyderabad 

and 

Applicants 

National Geophysical Research 
Institute (Council of Scientific 
& Industrial Research), rep, by 
its Controller of Adam., Hyderabad 

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

Govt. of India, rep, by its 
.5 ecretary 
Mm. of Science & Technology 
New Oelhi 	 : Respondents 

Counsel for the Applicants 

Counsel for the Respondents 

C DRAM 

: B.C. Ravindra Reddy 
Advocate 

Chenna •Basappa Desai 
Standing Counsel for CSIR 

HON. fIR. N.V. KRISHNAN, VICE-CHAIRNAN(ADMN), AHI7IEDABAD BENCH 

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

Judgernent 

(Orders as Per Hon. Justice V. Neeladri Rao, Vice-Chairman) 



IN THE CENTRL ADMINISTRATIVE 
iPIBUL:HYDERBAO BENCH 

Ri HYOEflASRQ 

E.RN0, 175/90 

l.A .No. 

N. Ramulu& 9 others 

Dt:4 orpeCiOib2293 

Petitionar 

B.C. Ravindra Raddy 

Advocate ?br 
the Pscjtjoner. 
(3) 

Versus 

NCRI (CSIR), ;ep. by the Controller of Admn., 
Hyderabad, & two others 	

Res?ondent. 

for 
the R 05POIIJEnt 

LI 

THE HCN.BLE MR. N.V. KAISHNAN, VICE-CHAIRMAN (ADMN) , AHMEDABAQ BENCH 

THE HON'oL Mfl.JUSTICE'tJ. NEELADRI RAS,- 

l 'hcthar' Reporters  of local papbrs may 
be allowed to sue the jud.jm;nt? 

To be rSfsrrd to the Rej0 tars or nal 

Uhet 6 ' their Lcrc;shjpSlJlSh to see 
the Pair copy or ths Jddgmnt7 

'ujhcther it IlCEds to be biróujated to 
other 3Snchs oI.fha Iribunel? 

5 Rj< of Vica_hajrrnan n Colur 5  
1,2,4 '(to be subrnjttd to Hon t bla 
Vice_Chairman whr.s he is not ri 
the 9aflch.) : 

HNVK' vc(A)  HVNRJ 
tic 

-' 
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The applicants are Casual Workmen in the National 

Geophysical Research Institute (NGRI), Hyderabad. By Cfl 

dated 15-4-198 it was stated that all the Casual Workers 

will be paid at the rate of 40th of the minimum of the pay 

scale applicable to the relevant category plus proportionate 

DA as Daily Wages with effect from 1-1-1986. It was Sentioned 

in the said ON that it was issued in compliance with the 

Judgement of Supreme Courtin WP.59-50 & 553-70/83 and also 

the Review Petition. But later on the Government of India 

issued some guidelines in pursuance of the above judgement of 

the Supreme dourt,-41AIM the daily wages of the Casual Workers 

at the rate of 1J3Oth of the minimum of relevant pay scale plus 

appropriate DA. The said notification of the Central Govern-

ment was communicated by order dated 7-6-1988. Then the 

Director, NGRI, issued ON dated 20-2-1990 wherein it is stated 

that430th of the minimum of the pay plus DA have to be given 

effect from 7-6-1968 and as it was being implemented by 

mistake 1in pursuance of ON dated 15-4-1988, the excess §mount 

paid from 1-1-1985 to 6-6-1986 had to be recovered in 36 equal 

instalments. 

The order dated 20-2-1990 is mainly challenged on the 

ground that no opportunity was given to the applicants before 

the above order was passed and thus it violates the Principles 

of Natural Justice. 

It is manifest from the facts stated that the Director, 

NGRI, being a subordinate authority cannot fix wages on his 

own and he had to Lix them in accordance with the guidelines 

to be issued by CSIR. As in this case the said guidelines 

are given only by proceedings cmiiniun±c4-4 7-6-1988 of the 

Ministry of Personnel, Govt. of India . tfii enhanced wages had 
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to be given effect to only from 7-6-1988 and not from a 

date earlier. Asit is a case of fixation of wages, the 

workers will not have any say in the matter unless ±P=tt=tum 

.en4e industry where the wages will be 'usually fixed on the 

basis of negotiations. So, it is nota case where pre-notice 

had to ,,be issued for correcting an error. In all such matters 

it is open to the aggrieved to dSonstrate 	n fact there 

was aa.y' error wh±c-h-4.skasserted by the concerned authority 

t 	post notice will be given, in the sense that it is open 

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 flustice are not 

followed. 

4. 	But as it is.  a case of recovery of the excess amount 

paid for about 30 months ,and in view of the wages the appli-

cants are now drawing, we feel that it is just and proper to 

direct the respondents to recover the same in 48 equal 

instalments instead of 36 instalments as referred to in the 

impugned order. The recovery can be started from the wages 

of March, 1993 payable by the end of I'larch, 1993 (The 

recovery as per the impugned order dated 20-2-1993 was 

stayed by this Tribunal by Interim Order). 

5.. The OR is accordingly ordered. 

(NA!. Kriahnan) 
Vice-Chairman(A) 

No costs. 

(wJ. Neeladrj Rao) 
Vice-Chairman 

Dated 	February 22, 93 	 • I 
Dictated in the Open Court 

Q¼ii-vl() 

ak 
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Typed by: 	 Compared by: 

IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRISd 
HYDERABAD BENCH. 

HON'BLE MR.B.N.JAYASIMHA: (v.c.) 
A N D 

HON'BLE [IR,IJ..SURYA RAD:P1EMBER(5U8L4 
AND 

HON'BLE MILJJ4kRASIMHA N1JRTHY:(M)(3) 

HON'BLE MR.R.BALA'ti.eRAMANIk*k:(f1) (A) 

DATED: %-% •t_-%t 

ORDER /JJgG4'1Et+T-.— L- 

- 	 Ac/.M./u1./No  

T4 ..Ne. 	 (1j.i o No. 
00A.NO.\s-c \o 

Acjnijtted ar4-Interirn directions 
isnued. 

A1!ow

\as 

Dismi 

DiEpo h directIon. 

M,A .O  

No 9r COStSa 

Sent to Xerox on: 

All  
Centra' P.d't?' :tratv'. 

IT  

- 

BYIcERABAD BENCFLJ 
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