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D
ORDER

This is an application under Section 19 of

the Administrative Tribunal”s Act of 1985 against

Qv//éﬁ% the order dated 8.10.86 and Memo No.E 217/

3/1982/2 dated 20.3.1986 passed by the General
Manager,Telecom, Kerala Circle and Divisional

Enginesr Tylegraphs, Ernakulam.

2 The Pacts of the case are that the applicant
was selected as Casual Mazdoor on 11.6.79 and
has been working under the Sub Divisional Officer,
Telegraphs, Alwaye confinuously. During 1982,

, . | Gpmerodoaak
epplications uere invited fron qyesiifsbed casusl
mazdoors"ﬁor sg;gctiop to §h§ cad;q of Groqg;a'.
As per :acrqitment.rules, candidates who had
worked as casual ma;doors for 240 days during
two consecutive financial years as on 30.6.1982
in the recruiting unit were entitled to be
considered for selection fo the cadre of group'D’'.
.Such candidates should have been either sponsorad
by the employment exchange or éalected by the
Assistant Engineer/Sub Divisional Officer as casual
mazdoors and they should have worked as casual .
maadoors at least 180 days in the recruiting unit
after such selection as on 5ﬁ.6.82; The applicaqt
satisfied the prescribed conditiongland as per
order dated 27.9.1983, he was informed that he was

provisionally selected for appointment as Group'D’.
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However, according to orders dated 20.3.1986 passed
by the 1st Respondent, the applicant was informed
that the Select List dated 24.9.1983 had been
cancalled.. On 10.4.1986 the 1st Respondent again

published a Select List of other candidates, but

the applicent's name was not included in ths

| Select List. The dbplicant ther represented against

his non-inclusion in the Selgct List to the 2nd
Respondent and after several reminders hg was
informed on 8.10.86 by the 2nd Raspondant that
as.from the ﬂetails Purnished by the applicant in
the application, it could not be decided whather
He“satisfied”tﬁa condifionsvtﬁat he.had ubrked for
240 dayg consacutiVQ;y fq: tuqﬂfinancial years gnd
therefore, his name was not inélﬁdad in theulist

of candidates selected.

3.- According to:thp applicqnt, he had furnished
the details of the number of da;a worked by him

in the department vide his letter dated 18.4.1986
(Apnexqre;s) with the application and he had also |
suﬁmitted the Photostat copy of his casual labour
service card. If the Respondents required any
further details they should have askgd the applicant
to.furnish the same and the applicant should not be

blamed for their action.:

...4



P -l
-, 4 v
@ - 4 In their gounte:, the Respond.ents have stated
thatvthe earlier Select List for the year 1982,'drawn
'in 1983 had to be cancelled as the recrﬁitment was |
made against the rules on the subject as alleged

by the service union. As per the gazette notificaticn
of recruitment rules qf Group'D' officials a minimum
experience of 240 days for twﬁ consecutive financial

years and a minimum 180 days of work in the recruiting

unit are two essential conditions presciibad for selection.,

5 The learned counsel for tﬁa applicant pointed
out to various certificates issued by the competent
~authorities produced by the respondents with their

cqpnterf These.are Annexure R3(i) ;nd 8\3(11).
Anngxure R3(i) issued by the Sub Divisional officer,
Aluaye uheréin it is stated that the aﬁplicant had
yq;ked on thq.P&T Muster Rolls for a period of 526
days during 1.11.79 t0'31.10.81/ Annexure R3(ii)
stétes that the‘applicant had‘uo;ked.for 284/days
during 1.11,81 to 30.9.82. According to the applicant,
even on thgrbasis of the average calculations the

/}i%w&A;U¢:’7 number of days that he had worked exceeds 249 days

| and he was clearly eligible to be considered for such.

appointment.

6 After hearing both sides ws are of the visuw

that the ccmputatioq-of the nuqbef‘of days on which
fhe applicant had actually gorkqd has not feen

worked out on a satisfactory basis and there is

need for reconsidering fhe wvhole case. 1t is, ,
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therefore, directed that the applicant should

- Purnish details of his service to the respondents

‘and |in case any certificates are to be given by

any officers under the respondents, the respondents
should direct them to furnish the same£~as quickly

as possible, to:%hssejééé;;ﬁt and the applicant

should fu;nish all the details to the respondents
within a period of three months from the receipt

of this order. The respondents shall, thereafter,
C/Q.n):\,..
consider his applieatien and dispose it of by

a reasoned order within a period of one month

(géreafter.

.

7 The application is dispoed of as above.
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7 Rmene

(6 Sreedharan Nair) (8C mathur)
Judicial Member Vice Chairman
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