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HYDERABAD BENCH : AT HYDERABAD

s

| ’ /7 /
| Ll ke Y
0.A. No. 120/91, , Date of Decision :
‘q"?A‘FNOF ' i
L.
S.S.R.Mohan Rac & 44 others Petitioner.
Shri P,B.Vijaya Kumar ‘ Ad.yocate for the
petitioner (s)
Versus .
- Union of India, Rep. by the Secretary, Respondent.
‘Min., of Defence, New Delhl & 2 others "
shri N.Bhaskara Rao, Addl. CGSC Adkvocate for the

Re!spondent (s)

CORAM :
THE HON'BLE MR. R.Balasubramanian : Member(A)
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1. Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the Judgement ?(
2. To be referred to the Reporter or not ? ’

‘3. Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgment ? NQ

)
4. Whether it needs to be circulated to other Benches of the Tribunal ? \

5. Remarks of Vice Chairman on columns 1, 2, 4
(To be submitted to Hon’ble Vice Chairman where he is not on the Bench)
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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL : HYDERABAD BENCH
AT HYDERABAD.,

0.A,No,120/91., Date of Judgement 22 A& \qqy
l. s.3.R.Mochan Rao 24, A.Srinivasa Rao

2. Md. Igbal 25, D.H.Babji

3. M.Dharmayya 26, D.Narasimha Murthy

4, J.Syambabu 27. R.Baghavath Prasad

5. D.Mothi Babu 28, A.Rahoof

6. G.Narayana Rao 26, DVGSN Murthy

7. T.Nageswara Rao 30. M.R,Prasad

8. B,Trinadha Rao 31. JLB Kali.

9. A.Raghupathi 32. K,Ramasankar
10, B.Mallikharjun Rao  33. Y.Venkateswara Rao
11, P.Rajubabu 34. G.Nagendra Rao
12, Ch.Satya Rao I 35, KVS,Satyanarayana Raju
13, O,vV.Ramana 1 36, S.Krishna Rao
14, I.Gurunadhas Rao . 37. P.Rajeswari

15, D.Satyanarayana , 38. K.V.Ramakrishna Rao
16, N.Haranath 39, T.Sekhara Rao

17, K.L.Mary 40, P.Manohar
18, M.Seshasai } 41, D.Subba Raju
19, T.Venkateswarlu 42, Polamaragetti Appa Rao
20. Alamanda Raja Rao " 43, Injarapu Latcha Rao
21, B.Srinivas * 44, V,Veereswar Rao
22, A.Malleswara Rao r 45, M.V.Ramesh
23, S.Kameswari _ ‘ .. Applicants

Vs, T ' 1

1., Union of India, '
Rep. by the Secretary, ,
Min. of Defence, New Delhi.

2. Chief of Naval Staff,
Naval Headquarters,
Navsena Bagh, New Delhi, .

3. Flag Officer Commanding-in-Chief,
Eastern Naval Command,
visakhapatnam-14, [ ‘ .+ Respondents

Counsel for the Applicants : Shri P.B.Vijaya Kumar
Counsel for the Respondentgz Shri N,Bhaskara Rao, Addl. CGSC
CORAM: .
Hon'ble Shri R.Balasubramanian, Member(A)
Hon'ble Shri C,J.Roy : Member(J)
I Judgement as per Hon'ble, Shri R.Balasubramanian,Member(A) I
This application has been filed by Shri S.S.R.Mchan Rao
& 44 others against the Union of India, Rep. by the Secretary,
Min. of Defence, New Delhi & 2 others under section 19 of the
Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985. The prayer herein is for
direction to the respondents to regularise their services
from the date of initial appointment, restre thelr seniority
and also give them all conseguential and attendant benefits
as has been extended to the juniors covered by the Orders
No.CE/0762 dt. 17.9.87 and other connected CE orders.
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2. The applicants herein were appointed as ﬁemporary asual
non-industrial employees in Clerical categories iﬁ different i
establishments ©f Eastern ﬁaval Command, Visakhapatnam. They ?
were appointed through the Regional Employment Exchange, E
Visakhapatnam after obéerving‘the formalities of test/inter-
view etc., on par with regular employees.‘ They were given
artificial breaks after every 89th day of service thereby
depriving their annual increments and other service benefits.
Subsequently they were regulérised on a subsequent date and
their grievance is that their services have £o be regularised '
from the date of initial appointment by condoning artificial
breaks in service, {

I
3. Several employees came to this Tribunal seeking some

relief and the Tribunal had allowed a few applications., The
respondents had-eermrgiven the benefit of imp;ementing the
orders of this Tribunal in b;tch of O.As 402, Sl4/86,

127, 131, 239,-231, 247, 266, 290 & 303/87 dt. 14.5.87

L '
and O.A. 288/88 and some other cases, TwO persons 5/shri

A.Krishna Murthy & P.Subba Réo who are very much junior

to the applicants ﬁéd been g&ven the benefit of regularisation
from the date of iﬁitial apﬁointment. Subsgquently other
persons who are senior to the above two peréons s/shri
A.Krishna Murthy & P.Subba %ao filed O0.A. 654/88 seeking
extension of the benefit offregularisation.‘ This O.A. was
éllowed by a judgement dt, 21.6.89 of this Bench, The
applicants want the benefit of the judgement of this Bench

to be extended to them alsot

4. Tﬁe respondents have filed a countef affidavit and !
oppose the application. The facts of the case are not
disputeéd, But the main objection on the part of the

i .

responflents is contained in.para 9 of the counter wherein
it is stated that the appli;ants cannot claim the benefits
of the judgement in other court cases, as the judgements

are to be implemented only in the case of.the petitioners/

applicants therein., Hence the applicants herein are not

entitled for relief as prayéd for by them, q 7




We have algo
seen the Judgeme
0.A. 654/88, gement dt, 21

in that 0.A

appointment,
restore their seniority ang also gi
Consequential e s
- benefitg 8s have been extended to the Juni
vered by ¢ |
Y the Ordere No.CE/0762 4+ 17.9.87 of the Fl ’
. ag

Officer
v1sakhap:t:::ndi:g-iq'Chief’ Fastern Naval Commang,

* "e, however, notice that the applicants
before us have not cared to agitate earlier alongwith other
applicants, J133$§6v31rect the respondents to réstrict
any arrears by way of difference‘gzz;f:%e orders directed
to be issued and the orders already issued to a period
subsequent to 14.9.88 i.e., one year prior to the date of
registration of this 0.A. on 14,9.89.

The application is disposed of thus with no order as to

6.

costs.
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THE HON'BLE ‘MR.R.BALASUBRM@NIAN:M@) _
AND—

THE—HG%%‘ﬁtEﬂ@R—T"ﬁmﬁRﬁSEﬁ:&R-REQ]DY :
MEMBER{IUBE)—

AND

THE HON'BLE Mi.C.J. ROY ; MEMBER( JULL }

Dateds Qg/‘%%z. |

ORBERY/ JUDGMENT'
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oy ; T ' ‘(WLETNO#—”“_“—;-%/‘

Admitted and .mterlm dlrect.wns .
-:Lssued ' L

Fnigggsed of with directions 'g
Dismissed ' , : F
Dismissed as withdrawn

Dismissed for Default,
M.A.Ordered/ﬁejected.

U No-ofder as to costs.
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