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i IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL : HYDERABAD BENCH
AT HYDEPASAD
LA ‘
0.A.675/94. . .~ Dt.of Decision : 17-11-9
P 1. V.Ravi Krishna .
2. P.Nagalaxmi : !
E 3. P.Nirmsla ‘
- 4. Elizabeth Chrigtian
: S« A.Naegarfuna Rao
6. K.Kotesusra Rao ' o
7. B.Murali Krishna Murthy c
B. C.Karunye '
9. T.Reghavendra . 21.1.58i Babu
s 10. G.Kondaiah S 22.V.3rinivas
-~ 11. T.Sushselas »3.M.Najibur Rghman
12, G.Ramana Ragdy 24.P,Ranga| Sai
13, G.laxmi Prasanne 25.5arvar Balg
14. K.Uma Devi - 26.P.Ramanaraing Reo
15. KP Jalaje Naidu 27.K.Leelayvathi Kulkarni
16. E.Uma Devi 28.Y.Koteswara R
17. M.Jagath Kumaer 29.L.K. Sanphya
18. P.Chandra Sekhar Ra J0.Ramachander Kulkarni
19, P, Yadagiri © 31.N.Janakiram ‘
20 " Ciimaoh ¥iimnaw . NawrmYT o mmdn .
E Vs
1. The Sr.Supdt., of Post OPPices,
g Hyderabad Citi Division at Hydarabad.
""""""""" VRO FOSTMASEEr GEnaral,  ~— 7 77 s e
Andhra Circle, Hyderabad-1
3. The Director Genasrsl (Postal), s
Nau Delhi-1. ‘ : 5.. Respondents,
vy . |
Counsel forthe Applicants : Mr. N_,Saida Rao
- ‘ |
Counsel for- the Bespondsnts : Mr.|V.Bhimanna,Addl.CGSC.
CORAM: _ ‘ |

'

| . THE HON'BLE SHRI R. RANGARAJAN : MEMBER (ADMN.)
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If ultimztely oL} Ho,8193/93 in C.C.lo,20847/93
filed in the MLpex Court sgainst the judgmént of
batch c se 0.ia10,814,90 and batch 'are going to

i be dismissed, the appliccnts herein also have

‘ to be given the sqme benefits of temporary status
i! anoe consegueltiel! beneilts thereon that were -

i ‘ granted to applicants inﬂO)A.Bié/%O and batch
cg5e before Ernakulam Bench reported in 1993(23)ATC a2z,

i [ PR KPR S . -~ .- . -

s
C.A., stgnds Jdicmicsed., Tf any modifled order.

is going to H. passed py the Apex Court, -the

anplic.rte hero " cre clso entitled o the benefits

granted by the 1o lliec Jjucoment of the rpex Court.”

The arplicent It .58 «ie;m., OW sublmit: that the

Selrai ., Il the awve mentaHnes 0. 075/94 35 not relavent

in this cegse. BUt we arc not svre, what decision is going
Lo at v avel ey Uit mPE LWL LT Al Tige $gld —f:EXEﬂ‘ S.L.x.

-

. Hence, it ies not correct te admit the review petition as

'
i

In view or tie eitwve., the it.h,, 1s dismissed but

1

D wrpuLLunlty iz given to othne aolicznt to file a Review Applie-

Ccetion, if so arf;‘Jiser]/ ait-r the 2,L,:., iz disposed of by the
i :
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. ) The Review rpplic:ztion is Cismissedl Lo costs,
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4 The learned counsel for the respondents has
. i
|
brought to our notice that this O.r. 1s sq?arely covered
: Lan ﬂ‘i }\iﬂ ‘)’&V:\ M
by the order in judgement in @.A.962/932_d¢cided on

18-8-1995 whersin both of us Qere parties to that judge-
. ‘ . N

ment, In that O.A. also the applicants thereiin prayed

i
for counting of their service etc. Q# Short Duty Assistants
for the purpose of qualifyinQLService in the matter of

senicrity, annual increments.ipension etc. on the basis

- of the judgement of Ernskulam Bench in a similar batch

cace, 0.A.B14/90 and batch reported in 1993 (23) aTC B22,

referred to above has been stayed by the apex Court. In
! !

| {
view of the shove, the O.A. 962/93 was disposed of with
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- benefit of the judgement of t-2 Ernakulam @ench referred
f

to above, provided the apex Céurt dismisseé thé S5.L.P,
. |
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of the batch cases on thic Eileiof Ernakulam Bench. We
feel that a similar direction can be given:in this O.A.

also, !

5. In view of the above, tha foiIOwing:direction is
i ! '

; givens-
o If ultimately SLP N0.8193/93 in C.C.N0.20847/93

! ' - filled in the Apex Court against the judgeme%t of batch

case 0.A.N0.814/90 and batch are going to be dismissed,
the applicants herein also has to be given khe'sana benefﬂt

|
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| { of temporary status and consequen+ial bencfits therc;en
that were granted to applicants in QA B14,/90 and batch

i case before Eraekulam Bench reported in 1993 (23) a7TC 822,

+

! But, if the said S.L.P. are coing to be allowed, this

O.A. stands dismissed. If any modified order is going

' to be passed by the Apex Court, the .applicants herein

L= - — e — - - e w . - Jit? JEeNeTATS grE”' ! ] the modif ed
(‘ j‘ldgal“’.—:nt of th ) j
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‘The Ssnior Superintendent of Post Offices,
iHyderabad City Divisionat Hyderabad. :

The Postmaster General,
| Mdhra Circle, Hyderabad.
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€% 0ne copy to Mr.N.Saida Rao, Advocate, CAT, Hyd.
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“()ne copy to Mr,.V.Bhimanna Addl . CGSC,CAT . Hyd,

fm copy to Library, CAT.Hyd,
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