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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL:HERABAD BENCH 

AT HYDERABAD 

ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO.476/90 

DATE OF JXJDGEMENT: 	 1993 

Between 

Ch.Narayanacharyulu - 	 .. Appalcant 

and 

The Flag Officer Commanding-in-dhief 
Eastern Naval Command, Naval Ease, 
Visalchapatnam-14 

The Chief Staff 0fficez(P&A) 
Eastern Naval Command, Naval Base, 
Visakhapatnam-5 30014 

The Area Accounts Officer, 
Controller of Defence Accounts (Navy) 
NAD PG Visakhapatnarn 530009. 	 .. Respondents 

Counsel for the Applicant 	::Party-in-Person 

Counsel for the Respondents 

CORAM: 
	 L ft era-t(oj' 

HON'BLE SHRI A.B. GORTHI, MEMBER(ADMN) 

HON'BLE SHRI T. CHANDRASEKHARA REDDY, MEMBER(JIJDL.) 

JIJDGEMENT OF THE DIVISION BENCH DELIVERED BY HON'BLE SHRI 

T. CHANDRASEKHARA REDDY, MEMBER (JUDL.) 

This is an application filed by the applicant 

herein under Section 19 of the Administrative Tribunals Act 

to quash the order of the 2nd respondent dated 28.9.88 

and pay the applicant bonus for the years 1985-86 and 1986-87 

and 1987-88 on par with his counter parts working in Industrial 

Eastablishrnents with an interest of 18% pa. and pass such other 

orders as may deem fit and proper in the circumstances of 'the 

case. 

2. 	 Facts giving rise to this OA in brief, may 

be stated as follows: 
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3. 	 The applicant while working as UDC in the 

Headquarters Eastern Nnt Naval Command, was placed under 

suspension with effect from 10.7.85. A charge memo was 

issued on the applicant and the Enquiry Officer who was 

appointed to inquire into charges held that 6 charges out 

of 7 w that were framed against the applicant were proved. 

As a consequence, the applicant wasp*xand wg*n xnspenkn 

dismissed from service w.e.f. 27.2.89. 	The applicant 

filed OA 171/89 on the files of this Tribunal questioning 

the legality of the dismissal order dated 27.2.89. This 

Tribunal set aside the order of the respondents dated 27.2,89 

by directing the respondents to give an opportunity to the 

applicant to raise his objections on the Enquiry Officer's 

report. Again the applicant was dismissed from service 

w.e.f. 21.3.90. The applicant filed OA 303/90 on the files 

of this Tribunal challenging the dismissal order dated.21.3,90, 

The OA 303/90 was dismissed vide orders of this Tribunal 

dated 8.3.91 which order was confirmed by Hon°ble Supreme Court 

and became final. It is the grievance of the applicant that 

he.is  entitled for Productivity Linked Bonus on par with his 

counterparts working in Industrial Establishments and the same 

for the years 1985-88 has to be paid by the respondents with 
payment of 

interest. The applicant put in a representation for/the same on 

18.7.88 and the same was rejected by the respondents as per 

their orders dated 28.9.88. Hence, the present OA is filed for 

the reliefs as already indicated above. 

4. 	Counter is filed by the respondents opposing this 

OA. 

5. 

	

	We have heard Party-in-person and Mr rjRDevr1) 

Standing Counsel for the respondents. 
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To 
1. The Flag Qfficer 	mmaflding' 

ef 
Eastern Naial cothmand, Naval Base, visakhapatn -14. 

Of ftcer (p&A) 
Eastern Naval Command, Naval Base, visakhaPatfl1-4. 

The Area AccountS Officer, Accounts (Navy) NAD P0 Visakhapatnam  
controller of Defence

9.  
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6 • 	In the flnnn4-a,- 4, 1 
ed y the respondents, it is 

maintained that the Organisation which the applicant is 

working is a non-industrial establishment. It is also 

maintained that certain disciplinary Proceedings were contempla... 

ted as against the applicant and the applicant was ultimately 

imposed a majar penalty of dismissai from service as per the 

orders dated 21.3.90. 'The OA 303/90 filed by the applicant 

on the file of this Tribunal questioning the order of 

dismIssal was dismissed vide orders of this Tribunal dated 

8.3.91. In the Ministry of Finance OM dated 8,3•84 calrified 

vide orders dated 4.10.88, an employee who is under suspension 

would become eligible for the benefit of adhoc bonus if and 

when reinstated with benefit of emoluments for the period of 

suspension and in other Cases, such period will be excluded 

for the Purpose of eligibility as in the Case of employees 

on leave without pay. 

7. 	
In this Case also, the applicant was kept under 

suspension followed by dismissmi deemed suspension and finally 

was dismissed from service. So, that being the position, the 

applicant is not at all entitled for bonus for the period 

1985-86,1986-87 and 1987-98. We see no merits in this 01½ 'and 

hence, this 01½ is liable to be dismissed and is accordingly 

dismissed leaving the parties to bear their own costs. 

GOHI 
Menter(Ad n) 

T 	 7 
(T .CHANDRASEKJq1½a1½ REI3bY) 

Menther(Judl) 

Dated: 	 i- - 1993 	
/ 
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7 	 TED BY 	 dOQD-BY 
/ 	 IN THB ETi. ADNINIPATIVE TRaUNAL :. 
/ 	 CHECI 	BY 	 APPROVED .\BY 	- HYDERABAD BENCH 	-, 

/ 	. 	 .. 
 

HYDERABAD - 

/ IN THE CEaTRAL AINIRATIyE TRIBThSL 
/ 	 HYDERABAD BENCH:. AT HYDERABAD 

- 	
- 	/ 	 THE HON'BLE MR. 

/ 	. 	 . 	 . 

/ . 	 . 	 THE HON'BLE MR.RJuflpkJtJfl?t1q4() K 
/. . 	AND 

. 	. 	. 	 THE HON'BLE MR.T.CHANDRASEEHAR REDLY;M(J) 

/ 	- - 

 

THE HON-'BLE M12ROY 

Dated; 	\C_(.. 
A 
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ORD$/JUILMENT: 

in 

O.A.NO. 	L.6to 	

. 

Admitt d and Interim Directidt1s issped 

Al-lowe 

Dispose 	of with directions 

Dismissed 	-. 

Disrnissftd as 	With drawn 

Dismis4ed for default 	- 

M.A.Orjlered/Rejected 

No order asto cosi

r 

pvrn.  
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