
IN THE CENThAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNj HYDERABAD BENCH AT HYDERAEAD 

O.A.NO.. 

Date of Orders 17-3-94. 
Betweens 

(54 

Applicant, 
and 

T. The Union of India, rep, by its 
Secretary, Ministry of E'fence, 
NewJxllii,

' Engineer-in._c1f, E-in-CI s Branch, 	 4 .aS-j AHQ, DHQ P Qst, Kashmeri House, New teihi. 

Chief Engineez, Southern Command, 
Ptr.-1. 	- 

Chief Engineer (Navy), Station Road, 
Visakhapatnam.4; 

C.W,E, (P) IRSD. Area, Kancharapalem Post, 
Visakapátnarn. 	 - 

Garrison Engineer(p) E/M, C/o CEW(p)' 
9, .TPSD Area, Rancharapalem Post, 
ViSa1chatn 

- 	 .. 	Respondents.  
Counsel for the Applicant ; Mr,V.venkatar&mana * ghm 

Counsel for the Respondents: Mr.N.R.mvraj, Sr.CGSC. 

CORM'Ig 

THE HOI'J'BLE r'w.TCa.IDR;sEyR REDDY : MEivjBEfl(flflE}) - 

THE HON'BLE MR.FI.RAJENDRMPJSkD : 111EMBER(J)

Order~ of the 	

. 

Division Bench delivered by 

Horj'hle Srj T-Chand rasekhara Reddy, ?mber(Judl) 
'S. 

This OA is filed for the very same relief as claimed 
in 04. 389/93, The factsin this'OA and in 0,;., 389/93 are one and 
the same. After, hearing Mr.E.Nadanmohan Rao, learned counsel 
for the applicqnt and 	 standing counsel for the 
respondents, we have disposed of the said 90, 389/93 by giving 
certain directions. After hearing both sides in this OA, 
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appointment as Casual Labour and bonsequently to regularise their 

services by appointing them to suitable posts such as Nasdoors, 
Tradesmen in 'he existing vacanci's with all con::€quential benefits 

providing preferential treatment and pass such other order or orders 

as may deem fit and proper in the circumstances of the case. 

The facts giving rise to this OA in brief, are as follows:- 

The applicants herein have worked in Dry Dock for various 

petiods during the years 1977 to 1981. The services of the applicants 

were dis-engaged subsequently as the work which they were engaged 

was completed. some other casual employees whose job had been 

completed were discharged from their services as per the relevant 

rules and instructions. Aggrieved by the said action the said 

discharged casual employees approached the High Court of A.P. in 

W.p.7041/84. The said writ petition 7041/84 was disposed of by the 

Mi-gb Court by giving certain directions. 

Another W.P.9066/85 was filed in the High 'Court of A.P. 

on similar lines as W.p;7041/84 by the casual employees as against 

the proposed action of disengagement. The said Writ Petition was 

transferred to this Tribunal and the same was re-numbered as 

TA.736/86. 	The said T.71-.736/86 was disposed of by this Tribunal 

by giving similar as given in wP 7041/84. 30,' in view of the 

directions given in UP 7041/84 aLl in TA.736/86, the department 

undertook certain action to comply with the said directions. So 

the respondents gave advertisements in the news papers vijayaBhanu 

dt. 7,6.87 Andhra'Patrika Hyderabad/Vijayawada Edition dt.14.6.87 

regarding the casual employees that were previously employed to 

appear before the Board of officers along with the documents to 

prove that they were engaged during the period 1977-81, 455 respon-

ded to the said advertisement for which Board of Officers was 

convened by the Department to verify the service documents and for 

authenticating bonagie biodates of the applicants-6 The said Board 

was open upto three months. Accordingly 236 personnel among those 

that appeared before the Board Officers were selected after 

verification of their service documents, and other material. A 

list of the candidates that were selected was 'finalised. According 

to the respondents none of the applicants appeared before the 

Board in pursuance of the advertisfl1ent made, in the above said 

Daily News Papers. so, it is the contention of 'the respondents 
that the petitioner did not have ary right' for seeking appointments 
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,IN THE CENTflJL AD.111INISTRAXIVE TRIBUNJLL I-iYDEPAB BENCH AT HYDERABAD 

O.A.NQ. 389/93 

- 	 Date of Order: 16-3-94. 
.BstweerLg 

IC.Nohr Rao. 

Narayana Rao. 

fr' 4' (BoSaN.Rau. 

R.Nacabhushanard. 	
cj 

V ,venkata hamana i'-urthy. 	
\o*u 

.LannJca Lao 

G.2.ppa1a Naidu0 

R.Nageswar Rao. 

c.Rarna Raju 

B. uryanarayana Murthy. 

- 	
.. 	 Applicants. 

and 

The Udion of India, rep by its 
Secretary, Ministry of 	fence, New-11hi. 

Eflgineer-in-hjef, E-in-C's Branch, 
AHQ, DHQ, Post, Kashmeri House, New ]ftlhi. 

Chief Errineer, Southern CommanC, Pune-1. 

Chief Engiheer(Navy) Station Road, 
\JisakhapatnamL4. 

5.- C.W.E.(p) IRSEi Area, Kancharapalem Post, 
Visakhapatnam. 

6. GarrIson Engineer, (p) E/M, G/o CE1J(P) 
9, ILSD :rea, .Kancharapajem Post, 
Visakhapatnam 

Respondents. 

Counsel for the Appli.cantè -MrV.Venkataramana. 

Counsel for the Respondents; Mr.N.n.revraj.sr.ossC. 

CORMI: 
HON' BLE sEa T.CHANDPASEKH,7.R REDDY MEHBER(JtJDL) 

HON'BLE SRI H.PAJENDRA PRASAD : MEMBER(ADV) 

ORDER 9 THE DIVISION- BENCH DELIVERED BY 
- 	HONT BLE SRI T.CHANDRASEKHI,R REDDY : 1MbER(JuDL) 

a 

This is an application:filed under section 19 of the 

Administrative Tribunals Act to direct the respondents to treat the 

applicants as regular Industrial Workers from the date of initial 
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If the period the applicants had worked during the period 1977-81. 
is to be taken into consideratij1j anrl L1io applicants are to be given 
seniority as ontended b them, t1'en we will be nsettling what had 
been settled by the respondents by selecting 236 personnel and giving 
them regular appointment assigning seniority. That cannot be 

permitted under any circumstances, so, in view of the facts and 

circurnstanc3s of the case the applicants cannot have the benefit 

of their past service either for the purpose of regularisation 

or for the purpose of seniority and so the claim of the applicants 

for regularisation is liable to be rejected. As the applicants claim 

for reguarjsation is rejected they can also stake their claim for 

appointment to the present vacancies if any are available except in 

accordance with rules and requlations now in force. So, even 
though the claim of the applicants is liable to be rejected with 
regard to regular appointments and for seniority; if thc applicants 

had eally worked with the respondents during the period of 1977-81 

this OA is liable to be disposed of with appropriate directions so 

as to subserve the ends of justice and to protect the interest of 

the applicants. 

6. 	In the result, the claim of the applicants is rejected 

and ;he OA is dismissed, and when it becones necessary for the res-

ponQLnts to engage labour on casual basis the respondents shall 

give preferencz in c:igaging the applicants if there is work, 

providecYthe applicants produce any material that is acceptable to 

the respondents that-the aL:plicants had worked during the period 

1977-81. Even if the applicants fail to produce any such acceptable 

mat.rial and if the respOndents have in their possession got any 

rna€erial to show that the applicants had worked during the period 

1977-81 on casual basis then also the respondents shall give 

preference to the applicants in engaging them. If the applicants 

are engaged it should -be construed for all purposes as if freshers 

are engaged. As and when vacancies become available the applicants 

shall be absorbed in the said vacancies in accordance with the 

relevant instructions/rules. regulations. Once againe- we make it 
clear that the past service of the applicants during the period 
1978-81 will not be of any avail to them either for the purpose of 

regularisation or for the purpose of seniority. The parties 

shall bear their a-in dosts, 

Court officer 
Central Admir strative Tribu al 	- 

- 	 Myderabad 3ench 	 J) N 

- 	 Hyde rabad. 	 I ) ' 
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at this belated stage and so this OA is liable to be dismissea. 

As the applicants are not prided appointnts the applicants 

have approach d this Tribunal for the relief as 21ready indicated 
above. 

4 	. 	We have heard today Mr.v.venkatramana counsel for the applicants and Mr.N.n.vraj, Standing Counsel for the 
respondents 

The case of the applicants is that they had worked with 
the respondents on casual basis during the yeard 

1977-1981. It is  
also their case that casual employees similarly situated to the 

appiioants herein had been appointed and that their services had 

ECen regularl'sed in Pursuaôceofthe direotions given in W.F.7041/84 

on the flle of the Fgh Court and TA.736/84 on the file of this 
Tribunal and, 

 that the applicants herein are also entitled to similar 
enefis as had been given to the petitioners in WP 7041/84 and 

TA.736/86.If it is a fact that the applicants had worked during 

the period from 1977-e1 there is no reason why the applicants 

inspite of the elaborate publicity that had been given did not 

appear like others who had been engaged during t period 1977-81 

by the respondes and prove that they had worked during that 

period and get the same benefit which the othdrs had. So, in view 

of the fact that theseappncants had -failed to apoear and to pre 
that they had worked during the years 1977-81 before the competent 

authority, it is not open for the applicants to claim similar 

benefits on par with those that had been selected, appointed and 

regularised on prothf that they had worked during the years 1977-81. 

The applicants are also not entitled in the circumstances of the 

case to claim seniority over the persons that had been relar1y 

selected in pursuance of the directions given in Wp 7041/94 and 
TA.736/86, i!or all purposes the appointrriert of the said 236 

personnel who had been selected by the competent authority in view 

of the proof they could produce that they had worked during the 

period from 1977-81 on casual basis is final. But already pointed 

out the applicants had not appeared before the competent authority 

to prove that they had worked during the period 1977-81. 

As the selection of the 236 personnel is regular and their services - 

are regularisCd, it is not open to the applicants now to contend 

that their senIority is to be taken into consideration depending 

on the number of days they had worked during the period 1977-81. 

* 

A, 
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To 

1 The Secretary, Ministry of Eefence, 
Union c India, New L1h±. 

The Encjineer-in-chief, E-in-C's•granch, 
AIQ DHQ Post, Kashmeri House, Tew flihi. 

The Chief Engineer, Southern Corrffnand, Pune-1. 
The Chief Engineer(Navy) Sttion Road, Visakhapatnam-4 

The c.w.E.(P) IRSD Area, Kancharapalem Post, Visakhapatnai.. 

The Garrison Engineer, (P)E/M, c/o cvz(p) 
91  IRSD Area, ICancharapa1em7-Pst, Visakhapatnarn. 

7 One copy to Mr.V.venkatararnana, Advocate, CAT.Hyd. 

8. One tcopy to Mr.:T.R.Ivraj, Sr.CGSC.CAT.I-iyd. 

9.- One, copy to Library, CAT.Hyd.- 

10. One Spare copy.. 

pvm 

a 

4. 




