
IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL: HYDEkABAD BENCH: 
H YD ERA BAD 

R.A.NO.74 of 1998 

DATE OF DECISION_____________ 

V.RAVI KRISHNA 	 . .APPLICANT 

N.SAIDA RAO 	 ADVOCATE FOR APPLICANT 

VERSUS 

- - - 	
-. U..Marhad & Others 	 RESPONDENTS 

V. BHIMANNA 

Lilt 

(7'flMN) 
9'FW HON'BLE SHRI B.S.JAI PARAMESHNAR, MEMBER (JUDL.) 	- - - 

allowed to see the Juagment?a mw he - - 

- - 	3. whether their Lordshirs wish to see the 	

Ile 

- - - 	 - - 

4. whether the Judgement is to be circu.1aed 
n the other Benches. 

JUDGMENT DELIVERED BY HON'BLE SRI R.RANGARAJAN, MEMBER (A) 

• 
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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL: HYDERABAD BENCH: 

AT HYDERABAD 

REVIEW APPLICATION NO.74 of 1998 
IN 

ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO.675 of 1994 

DATE OF JUDGMENT: .(TEMBER I  1999 

BETWEEN: 

V.RAVI KRISHNA, 
P.NAGALAXMI, 
P.NIRMALA, 
ELIZEBETH CHRISTIEN, 
A.NAGARJUNA RAO, 
B.MURALI KRISHPJA NUMTtII, 
C.KARUNYA, 
T.RAGRAVENDER, 
G.KONDAIAH, 
C.RAMANA REDDY, 
G.LAXMI PRASANNA, 
K.UMA DEVI, 
i.Oc.IADEJi,l?TTT 
M.JAGATH KUMAR, 
P.CHANDRA SEKHAR RAO, 

21. I.SAI BABU, 
22.. V.SRINIVAS, 
23. M.NAJIBUR RAHMAN, 
2. 9nRANC".aS1t, 

P.RAMANARASINGA RAO, 
K.LEELAVATHI KULKARNI, 
Y.KOTESWARA RAO, 
L.K.SANDHYA, 
RAMACHANDER KULKARNI, 

A ND 

Hyderabad Ct€y Division,T Hyderabãd, 

2. The Post Master General, 
Andhra Circle, Hyderabad-1, 

COO Complex, 
New Delhi-i. RESPONDENTS 

PflhTNr. PnP PRy APPlICANTS. Mr.N.SAJDA RAO 
COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENTS: Nr.V.BHIMANNA, Addl.CGSC 
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CORAM: 

HON'BLFJ SRI R.RANGARAJML MEMBER (ADMN.) 

HON'BLE SRI B.S.JAI PARAMESHWARj MEMBER (JUDL.) 

ORDERf 

(PER HON'BLE SRI .R.RANGARAJAN, 'MEMBER (ADMN.) 

Heard Mr.N.Saida Raot learned counsel for the 

applicants and Mr.V.Bhimánna, i4Arned standing counsel for 

the respondents. 

2. 	mis  

No.675/94 praying to re"iew the iudgment in O.A.No.675/94 

dated, 17.11.95 (Page 9 to the OA). 

- -- --- 	..h 

were appointed as SOPA/Reserved Trained Pool Assistants 

the respondents-organi sat ion on various dates during11981 

to - 1983. 	They were reguiarisd as Postal Assistants from 

1987 onwatds on various dates t&11 1989. 	 H 

4. 	That O.A. (No.675/94) was filed for;  a direction 

to the respondents herein to implement the orders vide 

Memoranda No.BII/SDC/Rectt, dii. 13.7.87, No.BII/SDC/Rectt/ 

- 	
-. 	 nnwTntT/DJr/pPp,pA/v/sg . dt2ol288: 

No.BIi/Rectt/RTP/PA/V/88, dt!30.l2.88, No.BII/Rectt/RTP/ 

v/89-, dt.30.5.89, No.BII/Rect:t/RTP/V/89, di.4.8.89 and 

Memo.No.BII/Rectt/RTP/PAs/VO/90., 	dt.30.5.90 	with 

Aa F th4r 4ntjaj annointment from the 
year 1981 onwards with all consequential 6enei.fts i.e, 

dounting of service, revisiod of pay, promotion and othe- 
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service benefits in the post of Postal Assistantè. 

That CA (NO.675/94) was disposed of by the I  

following direction:- 

If ultimately SLP NO.8193/93 in 

C.C.No.20847/93 filed in the Apex Court 

against the lodgement of batch case 

O.A.No.814/90 and batch are going to be 

dismissed, the appiicahts herein also 

have to be given the same benefit of 

temporary status and consequential 

benefits thereon that were granted to 

applicants in CA 814/90 and batch case 

(23) ATC 822. But if the said S.L.P. 

are going to be allowed, this O.A 

stands dismissed. 	If any modified 

order is going to be Passed by the Apex 

Court, the appltcthnt herein are also 

entitled to the benefits granted by the 

modified judgment of the Apex Court". 

Later, the applicants filed R.A.No.43/97 in that 

CA (No.675/94). 	That R.A. was! dismissed but liberty was 

given to the applicants thnrein to file review application, 

if so advised, after the .SLP No.8193/93 in C.C.No.20847/93 

filed in the Apex Court against the judgment of the batch 

case in CA 814/90 and batch, is disposed of. 

In view of the aboe directioni this R.A. is 

-filed. 	The prayer in this R.A. is that the prayer in CA 
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675/94 is to be granted in view of the fact that the SLP 

filed in the Supreme Court has no relation to the present 

case. 

8. 	The applicants have filed additional documents in 

this R.A. on 9.12.98 enclosing C.A.No.80-123/96 and also 

some other judgments of the Ernakulam Bench, Jabalpur Bench 

and also the Supreme Court judgment (Annexures A-i, A-2, A4 

and A-5). 

fl LcJJ.y 1100 CZlI 	 ...• 	 - 

that the judgement of the Ernakulam Bench and other benches 

have been set-aside by the Hon'ble Supreme Court in their 

judgement dated 1.8.97 in C.A.No.80-127/96 with the 

observation that the RTPs have their own scheme and that 

scheme has to be followed. 

The -iudgment of the Jahalpur Bench, the -judgment 

to the Ernakulam Bench and the various judgments of the 

Apex Court including that of the judgment in Union of India 

v. K.N.Sivadas have been examined elaborately by this Bench 

in OA tlos.682/97, 94/98, 380/98, 381/98 and 382/98, which 
were ci sposea or oy a common iucyeiiienc on 3£ • a • rr, whet ci.!! 

the prayer is also the same as that of the prayer in the OA 

675/94. 	The service conditions of regularising the 
RTP5/SDPA5 nave aiso ceen consicerea in znar. ua. 	i.z was 

held that regularisation of the applicants in those GAs as 

effected by the respondents, is in order and hence those 

As stated earlier, this R.A. is filed for the 

lvL 
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squarely covers the ludgement in jA 675/94 also and hence 

no relief can be granted to the! appliants herein in OA 

675/94 and hence the OA (No.675494) is liable oi)y to be 

dismissed. As that OA is dismiss 
I ed, the present RA is also 

to be dismissed for the same reasns. 

12. 	The R.A. is accordinglty dismissed. 

to costs. 	 - 	 I 

kt7~. J ~1~, HW~~AR 

DATED: \D EPrrw'nrn---------------- 

vsn 	- 

No order as 


