IN THE CENTRAL ADMIN ISTRATIVE TR IBUNAL 3 HYDERABAD BEN
AT HYDERABAR

0.A.No, 1273/96 . Date ef Order # 3

BETWEEN 3 j

1, P.V.5atyamarayana

2. B.lIakshmara Rae . Applicants.

D

1, Unien ef Imdia, rep, by
its Secretary, Mimistry ef
Defemnce, New Delhi,

2. The Chief of Naval Staff,
Naval Head Quarters,
New Delhi,
3, The Flag Officer Commarding
in Chief, Basterm Naval Commard,
Naval Base, Visakhapatmam,

4, The General Mamager, Naval
Armamemt Depot, Visakhapatram,

5. Sri V.Srimivasa Rae

6. P.Sundara Narayara

7. B.Srinivasa Rao «« Respondents,

Counsel for the Applicants .. Mc,P,B.Vijay
Ceunsel for the Respemdents .o Mr.V.BhimamT
CORAM 3

HON ‘BIE SHRI R, RAIGARAJAN : MEMBER (ADMV.)

HON'BIE SHRI B,S. JAL PARAMESHWAR : MEMBER (JUDL,)
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ORDER |

X As per Bom'ble Shri R.Ramgarajam, lMember (hﬂmh.) )

Neme for the aPplicamty o Ve
R~-5 & R-6 metice semrt net returned Netice served
coupsSel fer the respendents. ) As this OA was filed

en Rk
in g

1996 the same is disposed of as per rule 15(1) CAT (Pro

Rules, 1987,

2. There are twe applicants im this OA, They #ere
' |

en basual basis as skilled fitters for a peried of| 89

o

on 16,9,86 (with intermittemt breaks) ard their service

regularised w,e,f, 28,3,87., A depot erder Ne,70/90 reg

the service particulars of Terpede Fitter (skillede (1S
was published durimg July 1996,

standing
-7
he year

cedure )

appeinted

-days

s were
ardiag

K~II)

The applicants submitd that

they were showm Senisr te the private respomdents hereim amd

they centirued as per that semierity fer a decade,

. they were about te be pr@m&ted!a6=HE¥hiE-t® the p@st of

Fitters Gr-II their semiority was revised, ;and there,bv

acti@n ef‘thg Sres
w}

: c®ntenﬁ

It is further stateﬁ tha

put imto disadvantageeus pﬁsitiogé\ This 7

arbitrary amd discrimimatory,

Hen

ce when

Terpede
they were
rregular,

t based

op the revised seni@rity?_panel was prepared fer prémtimn under

temperary depet erder Ne, 175/96 amd their alleged}jumiars axe

\
promoted by erder dated 23,9,96, The applicamts submit

|
representatiens but they were infermed that the semieri
|

was revised em the basis ef the parel pesitiem at ihe t

ted their
Fy list

ime ef

] .
recruitment as skilled Gr-III amd momeof their jumiers were
1

i
premoted based en the date ef birth,

The errer wa$ committed

|
in drawing the senijerity list amd it was rectified}by revising

the serierity list as per rule, |

3. This OA is filed prayimg fer a declaratien Fhat

preceedimrgs upto imcluling the cemmmicatien erder| Ne,1

dated 11.9,96 and 6,9.9 whereby their represemtation d

A |
29,96 was rejected amd is irregular and&fetainingithei

211
P 36
hted

Lt

..3

pendemts they
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semiority pesitiem as per the earlier list which underwent

the revisiem im 1996, They alse prays} for cemSequential

benefits of premetien w,e.f, the date their juniers

been premeted,

4,
was revised as it was feumd that the said semierity
was prepared erremecusly, The semierity ef the app
herein have beem placed as per the pamel pesitien at

time eof recruitment,

nagd_

Ia the reply it is stated that the earlier semierity

list

Jicants

t the

The represemtatien had beer censidered

and rejected amd they were alse infermed ef the samg aumber of

times,

in this OA.

5. Nermally} the semierity is fixed omn the basis

panel pesitiem, This is a settled law, It is net T

Herce the respendents submit that there is mpe merit

of the

mdersteod

why the respemdents have prepared a semierity list which was

Wt YT
follewed till the; revised senierity list was—ietwed

pasis ef prepably the fate:ef birth ef the candidatd
fixation ef the serierity 1list on the basis ef date
is met Supperted by amry rule,
the same feetimng thea the semisrity is decided em t
ef the date of birth.ef 3he elderzplaced abeve the 3
The respemdents clearly statef; that the pamel pesit
the applicamts were appeimted was strictly feﬁf;ﬂ.owed
in our eopinien the respemdents have met imfrimged t
eof the applicarts amd we de net see amy vielatior o
Articles 14 and 21 of India inm this case, Hewever
respondents have delayed the revisier ef the sénier
1986-96, This in eur epimicmn is unwarramted, They
acted immediately after the erremeous semisrit;jr lis

, |
But that dees motmear that the revised semierity L

in accerdance with the rule is te be set aside, Ve

|
cautien ) the respendemts te be more careful im fut]

5 -

or the
s, The

of birth

When twe candidates Ftand on

ne basis
younger,
Lor When
, Hence

he rights

f tie

Lhe

ity from
ceuld M
. was issued,
st issued
only

re,
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6o The applicants have mot filed amy rejoinder rgbutting
"""t the reasens givem by the respemdemts in revising fhe

sepierity en the basis ef the pamel pesitien,

Te M view @f what 1s stated abeve, we find no mprit

in t his CA, Hence the 0OA is dismissed, No costs,

—

( BeS. JAI-PARAMESHWAR ) ( R,RANGARATAN )

___—tefber (Judl.) Member (Amna,)
g\f&’ﬁ Dated 3 31st August, 1998

( DIctated in OpenCourt) é'?wﬂt?
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Copy to:

The Secretaxy, lin.,of Jefenca, ilew Delhi, .
The Ciiief of MNaval Staff, Naval Head Quarters,

The Flag Officer, Commanding in Cn1u‘,'hdsturn

Nayal Base, Visakhapatnam,

New D

Maval

s

1hi,

Command,

4, The General Managery Neval Armament @epot, Visakhapainam,
" 5. Bnr copy to M@.ﬁ,B.Uijaya‘Kumar;Rdvncate,CﬂT;Hydarabéd.
6. One copy to ﬂr.U.Bhiﬁanﬁa,ﬂ&dl.ﬁESE;CﬂT,Hyderahad.
7. One copy to D R(H),C#T Hydara ad; | |
| 8. One diplicate capy.
'YLHQ
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