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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL : HYDERABAL BEICH

AT HYDERABAD

LE 1
C.2.1405/94. Dt. of_Decjsjon i 1-3-97.
1, M.N,Myrthy _
2. A.Naga Raju 18, &V,Ramana
3, SK,Meera ' 19, T.viappa
4, ¥.Rama Rao 20. Ch,Rama Rao
5. N. Ald 21. G.lrasad Rao
6. . Appa Rao " 22, bL.vaqganadham
7. K, Musalayva »3. N.Appa Rao
8. J. Anthoni 24. M,#Appa Rao
9. G. #ppa Rac : 55. S.Guruvulh
i0. F. éppa Rao 26. Y.Raja Kao

11, A,Apra Rao

12, Ch,Venkata Rao -

13. K.Verku Naidu

14, Y,€ri Hari : .. Applicants.
15. K.Neocka Eaju

16, P.%abu Rao

17. Y.Simhachalam

Vs
1. The Secretary, Min,of Defence,
vovt., of India, New Delhi.

2. ithe Chief of Navel Staff,
Naval Headquarters,New Delhi

3. The Flag Cfficer “ommanding-
‘isakhapatnam.

4. The Material Superintengent,
Materials Craanisation,

Visakhapatnam. .. Respondents.
counsel for the applicants : Mr.K.Sudhakar Reddy for
-Mr.P.E.N,Murth+ :
Cour.sel for the resvonden!s : Mr.¥,Rajeswara Rao,Add1l.CGSC. '

CORPAM:
THE HON'BLE SHRI R.RANGARAJAI : MEMBER (ADMN,)

THE HON'BLE SHRI B.S., JAl PARAMESHWAR : MEMBER (JULL.)
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ORDER
GRAL CRDER (PER HON'SLF SHRI R.RANCARAJAN : MLMBER [(ADMN.)

' . for Mr. P S.N.Murthy, 7~
Heard Mr.K.Sucdhakar Redcy/ lcarnea counsel fcor the

Rao,
applicants and 3 SR ‘Rajeswara/lcrrned counsel for the

respondentes,

2. There gre 26 applicants inthis OA, Presently they are
Depol
working in Navsl Armament['Visaﬂhapatnam 55 Artisdn and unskilled

labou%?%nder K=3 in different centres of Naval Inspectdon

Organisaticn., Aggrieved by the refusal of the authorities

to count their cervice from the Jdate of their casual appointment .#
/’UUIE.' h
for the purpose of eeniority etc., thovzfiled this CA., The relief
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prayed for in this CA is Fa- - =~ ¥
regularise the services of the applicants from the date of their N

initial aprointment on casual basis as per the details given in
enclosures-4 page~13 qf_tc the CA ignoring the artificial breaks

with all consequential sk herafis-

3. The learned counsel for the applicants brought to our
notice that the applicants in this OA are placed@ similarly to
the applicants in CA,259/91 which was disﬁosed of on 27-10-.93,

Fhe applicants further submitE_Fhat they submitted representations
D R T -TER v Sy le] tnem

on various datec +n +rha -.iv
same relief as was given for the applicants in OA,.259/91. That

representation ywas disposed of by the impugned order KNo. NS/E/

1059/Misc gated 28~05-94 (Page-SG-ﬁtho the OA) rejecting their
representation on the ground that thebenefits of the CAT, Hyderabad i
Bench judgement in OA.259/91¢E§(glvgn for other employees carnnot: i
be extended to them. It is also stated that_aqzhphe indfvidua%iﬁ ‘i

appointed to Government sService for the wa-- N
—ws~gewv U TNE availabllity of regular posts. Hence, the.azfi_—

applicants have filed this Oa Eraying ;s sbove, -
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4. When we enquired from the learned counsel for the

-resﬁondents whether this case is covered by the judgement

in OA.259/91, he submitted that this OA is barred by limitation

and further contended that the settled senicrity position

"
cannot be un-settled at this stage. He further contended that

the regularisation is based on the avallability of the vacancies,

|

The applicants in this OAare irndustrial employees whereas the
1 .

applicants in 0A.253/91 belong to nen=-industrial employees,

Hence, that judgement is nct applicable to the present applicants.

5. rrom the judgement iﬁ CA,259/91 we find all these i
contentions were suitebly consider>d and answered 1in the
judgement. The question cf limitation wasz also taken into if
account and baéause of tnag Qéf;nly the financial bencfits were
restricted in that OA only from cne year prior to filing of the

CA, We Co rot consider that the fixation of seniority depends

e
on the place in which the applicants azre workilng. ey are

Hence, we @0 not consider that the distinction made between the
o U Ui Yl feote 7 wihi, -

industrial cr ncon-industrial the seniority principles araisame. | -%
!
applicants in 02,25%/91 and the pregent O%Lis‘not called for. I

It ic further stated fcr the respondepts that the case of the 0
applicants are under scrutiny. But we found from the memorandum h
No. CE/9303/170 dated 26-T7=-95 that instructiong were issued teo
the lower formation of the Naval establishment tc implement the
prayer as sought for in this CA[ The learned counsel for the
YEXERRARNKX aprlicants submit that though more than sbout two
N hawe Sspieh
years e#efzfo further action has been taken., When the respondents

themsel¥es sre anxitious%o consider the case of the applicants in
.‘

ragard to their reguegt made in this OA ye do not find any reasong

’ [

in not following the judgement given in CA,259/91,

O, L0 VIEWw UL WIllglL 1D DLALTU 4awUVvVe, WO L Ll WwiidgLe LHTLTE L9 Iv
need to differ from the judgement as given in OA,259/91 ®¥§
s [ @ eAlnutd

L\restricting the financial benefits from only from cne year earlier

to filing of this OA,
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7. In the result the following direction is given:=-

In the conceptus of the facts ahd circumstances of
the case, we are of the opinion that the applicants herein
are entitled for regularisation from the date of their
inttial appointment in service. Accordingly, we direct the
respondents Nol 1 to 4 to régularise the services of the
applicants hereir from the date of their initial appointment
igroring the artificjal bhreaks in service, The applica€? are
entitlegd to all consequential benefits including the seniority
»S a result of thie regularisation. However, we make it clear
that the fina;cial tepefits acerued by way of arrears, if any,
will be paid to them only fr&m 10-11-93 that ig a year prior
to filing of this CA (lhis OA was filed on 10-11-94). The
seniority list has to be rscast expeditiously as per the
directions given abeve., Time for compliance is five months

from the date of receipt of the judgement,

£, The Oa is disposed of as above. No order as to costs,

vorrmyr apfae} -~
COURT QFFICER [W\é\f¥}+‘
- - ~ N
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Cential sepinistritive Tribuaal
REVIITE 2414118

HYLERABALD BENCH




| BEFORE THE CENTRAL
ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL BENCH
AT HYDERABAD

C.P. NO: OF 2006

IN

O.A.NO: 1405 OFYOUT‘{?CX%

CONTEMPT PETITION

CH. SUDHAKAR BABU
COUNSEL FOR THE APPLICANTS
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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL .
AT HYDERABAD

2

T.P.NO: OF 2006
IN
. : O.A. NO: 1405 OF 1994
I
BETWEEN:
G. Prasad Rao and others APPLICANTS
AND:
Admiral Arun Prakash and others RESPONDENTS
INDEX
b S.NO: DESCRIPTION OF THE DOCUMENT PAGE NO

1. PETITION

\ Y
2. . AFFIDAVIT '% A
) 3. ORDER TN W.P.26466 OF 1998 ? ﬁ

' 4. ORDER IN 0.A.1405 OF 1994 @ -

HYDERABAD,

DATE : (@(@Z (5;{, COUNSEDL"FOR THE PETITIONERS




CONTEMPT PETITION U/SEC 17 OF THE
ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNALS ACT

IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
AT HYDERABAD

C.P.NO: OF 2006
IN

O.A. NO: 1405 OF 1994

BETWEEN:

1. G. Prasad Rac, S/o Simha Chalam late,
Aged: 55 years, ICE, FTR, HSK-I, M.T.Section
M.O [V], Eastern Naval Command, Visakhapatnam.

2. G. Gippa 8/0 Samalu late,
Aged 57 years, USL, SH-Z, M.O (v],
" Eastern Naval Command, Visakhapatnam.

3. S§.V. Ramana S/o0 Jaganadham late,
Aged: 56 years, UsL, M.O [V],
FEastern Naval Ccmmand, Visakhapatnam.

4. P._ Appa Rac, S5/o P. Appala Swamy late,
Aged: 56 vears, Packer, M.O [V],
Eastern Naval Command, Visakhapatnam. APPLICANTS

-

AND:

1. Admiral Arun Prakasn,
The Chief of Naval Staff,
Naval Headgquarters, New Delhi,

2. Vice Admiral Suresh Mehata,
. The Flag Officer Commanding-in-Chief, -
. Eastern Naval Command, Visakhapatnam-14.

3. Commodore K. Panpalia,

The Material Superintendent,
Materials Organizaticn,

Kancharapalem Post, Visakhapatnam-8. RESPONDENTS

The address for the purpose of service of notices

on the petitioners is that of his counsel CH SUDHAKAR
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BABU, ADVOCATE, Flat No: 401; “A' Rlock; Hi-line
Arcade; Bholakpur; Musheerabad X' Roads; Hyderabad.

It is, therefore, prayed this Hon'ble Tribungl may
be pleased to summon, Try and punish the respondents
for violation of the orders of the Hon'ble Tribunal in
O.A. NO: 1405 of 1994 dt: 01-05-1997 in the interest of
justice as otherwise the petitioners will be put to
irreparable loss and injury and pass such other-order
or orders as the Hon'ble Tribunal may deem flt and

proper in the circumstances of the case.

HYDERABADLD,

DATE : [{Z’Lﬂ @é : COUNS/Fi‘L FOR THE PETITIONER





