
f  CENTRAL ADMiNiSTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
/  PRINCIPAL BENCH, MEW DELHI .

^  OA-1576/97

Mew Delhi this the 21st day of August, 1998.

Hon'bis Shri S.P. Biswas, Member(A)

Shri Kalwa Singh,

S/o Sh. Banwari Singh,
R/o 270/20, Bhartia Colony,
Muzaf farnagar . . . . . .App 1 i can ̂

(through Ms. Richa GoeI ror Mrs. Rani Chhabra)

versus

1 . Union of India,
through Secretary Telecom,
Ministry of Communication,
Deptt. of Telecommunication,
Sanchar Bhawan,

Nev,! De 1 h i .

2. Divl . Engineer Phones,
E-10 B Telephone Exchange,

.  Muzaf farnagar .

3. Asstt.-Engineer Phones, n
E-10 B Telephone Exchange,
Muzaf farnagar.

4. S.D.E. Phone,

E-10 B Telephone Exchange,
Muzaffarnagar.

5 . S . D . E . T r u n k ,

,.E-1.0 B Telephone Exchange,
Muzaffarnagar. ' . . .. Respondents

(through Sh. K.R. Sachdeva,'advocate)

ORDER(ORAL)

1  The issue that fal ls for determination is a

short one. The app! icant is a- casual worker under the

respondents having been ini tial ly engaged in 1980.

■After a short spel l of work he was disengaged in 1981

but was appointed once again in 1988. These

engagements were, however, on purely temporary basis.

The appl icant submi ts that since 1988 he has been

working cont inuously. in support of appl icant 's c ' a i rn ,

the learned counsel drev.' attention to a long l ist of
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cert ificates from Annexure P-1 at page 17 to Annexure

^ A-2 at page 24. To add mstrength to her contention for

appl icant's claim of Temporary Status, she submi tted

that the appI icant has been working for more than 240

days in each of the year with effect from 1988. Based,

on the detai ls of working experience he had, the.

appl icant would argue that his case for offer of

temporary status is covered by the Scheme formulated by

the respondents which'came in operation from 1 . 10.89.

in short, as. per appl icant his aforesaid claim is wel l

covered under the instructions in para-7 of the

aforesaid Scheme. To get rel ief in terms.of temporary

status, the appl icant had also represented his case

28.9.94 as mentioned at Annexure P3. The learned pre

counsel for the appl icant also brought to my notice a

decision of this Tribuna I in OA-482/97 decided on

17.10.97 "which lays down that respondents in such cases

are required to consider his claim tor confirmation of

temporary status without, there being any need for

representat ion.

2.- Shri K.R. Sachdeva, learned counsel for

the respondents drew my attention to para-6 of the
tfuvtpap^rbookat page 14 to say the submission of the
A  ̂

appl icant having exhausted the departmental remedy is

not correct. He, however, conceded that in case a

representation is made by the appl icant, the

respondents wi l l be in a posi t ion to consider the

appl icant's claim for temporary status/reguIarisation.
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3 . I n V ilew of the position as aforesaid, the
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reprssentation to the respondents

setting out his c I a i rriS alongwi th

documents that would support his case

for temporary status. This she! 1 be

done wi thin a period of 2 months from

the date of receipt of a copy of this

order.

(i i ) The respondents sha! i consider the

same wi thin a period of 3 months after

the receipt of representation, if

made. The app! leant shaI 1 be informed

accord i ng!y.

4. The O.A. is disposed of as aforesaid

...f

. S.P. B i swas)

Member(A)
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