- Deptt. of Telecommunication,

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
PRIMCIPAL BENCH, NEW DELRH!

0A-15786/97
New Delhi this the 21st day of August, 1888.
Hon'ble Shri S.P. Biswas, Member (A)
Shri Kalwa Singh,
$/c Sh. Banwari Singh.
R/c 270/20, Bhartia Colony,
Muzaf farnagar. .... Applicant
(through Ms. Richa Goe! for Mrs. Rani Chhabra)
versus

1. Union of Indiea,

through Secretary Telecom,

Ministry of Communication,

Sanchar Bhawan,
New Deihi.

2. Divl. Engineer Phones,

Z-10 B Telsphone Exchange
Muzaffarnagar.

3.  Asstt.-Engineer Phones, \
E~10 B Telephone Exchange,
Muzaffarnagar.

4. S.D.E. Phones,
E—10 B Telephone Exchange,
Muzaffarnagar.

5. S$.D.E. Trunk,
L E- 10 B Teiephonﬁ Exchange,
Mu zaffarnagar g e RespOﬂJe nts

(through Sh. K.R. Sachdeva, "adveocate)

ORDER(ORAL)

The issue that falls for determination is a
short one. The applicant is a casual worker under the
requndénts having been initially engaged in 1880.
After a short spell of work he was disengaged in 1881
but was appcinted once again in 1888. These

engagements were, however, on purely temporary basis.
The applicant submits that since 1888 he has been
working continuously. In support of applicant’'s claim,

the learned counse! drew attention to a long list of
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certificates from Annexure P-1 at page 17 to Annexure
A-2 at page 24. To add mstrength to her contention for
applicant’s claim of Temporary Status, sﬁe submitted
that the applicant has been working for more thaﬁ 240
days in each of the yeér with effect from 1988. Based
on the details of @orking experiences he haq, the
applicant would argue that his case for offer of
temporary status is covered by the Scheme formulated by
thé respondents whi;h'came in operation from 1.10.89.
In short, as. per applicant his aforesaid claim is wel|
covered under ~the instructions in para-7 of the
aforeéaid Scheme. To get re!ief.in terms of temporary
status, the applicant had also represented his case on
28.8.84 as mentioned at Annexure P3. The !ea;ned proxy
counsel! for the apﬁlioant also brought fq my.notice a
decision of +this Tribunal in OA-482/97 ~decided on
17.10.9f“which lays down thét r?spondents in such cases
aEe required to consider his claim for'éonfirmation of
temporary status without. there being any need for

representation.

2. Shri K.R. Sachdeva, lesarned counse] for

the respondenfs drew my attention to paraFB of the
ek -

paperbook-at page 14 to sayﬂthe submission of the

applicant having exhausted the departmantal remedy s
notjcbrrecf. .He, however, conceded that in case &
representation is made by the applicant, the
respondents will! be in a position to consider the

applicant’s claim for temporary'status/regularisation.

t%> 3. In view of the position as aforesaidL the
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tc the resspondents

setting out his claims alongwith

documents that would support his case

for temporary status. This shall be

done within a period of 2 months Trom

the date of receipt cf a copy of this
order

respondents shall consider the

The

same within a periocd of 3 months afier

the receipt of representation, i f

[

made . The app!licant shall be informed

accordingly.

The O.A. is disposed of as a
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S.P. Biswas)
Member (A)
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