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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL : HYDERABAD
BENCH : AT HYDERABAD 3

0.A.No,360/87, | Date of Order:29-11-89,

A.Krishna Rao '
' ...Applicant
Versus

The Director General,
Telecom & 3 others,
«s.fEspondents

Counssl for the Applicant : Shri C.Suryanarayana
Counsel for the Respondents : Shri P.Ramakrishna Raju
CORAM:

HONOURABLE S5HRI B.N.JAYASIMHA : VICE CHAIRMAN

HONDURABLE SHRI D.SURYA RAD : MEMBER (JuDL) (1)}

The applicant herein is an gmplayea of the
Telscom Departmengﬁ;eeks to question the order No.TA/
578/13=7/Krishna Rag dated 6-8-86, wherein he Qas informed
that he cannot be posted as an Observation Supervisor,
The applicant states that initially he was recuited as a
Telephone Gperator. Hg app%arsd for an examination for
recruitment as Observation Supervisor in the yeér1983. He
was among the 10 persons selected Por recruitment, His
rank was in the No.9 in the .select list. Consequently he
was promoted as Observation Supervisor and joined as such

the 2nd respondent issued
on 21~5-84 at Karimnagar, Shortly thereafter,by/an order

No.TA/STB/15-3/84 dated ZB-B—BQL‘it vas depite/to keep the

earlier order of the appointment dt.28-4-84 in obayance)

e

contdes.2,.



To:
1. The Director General, Telecommunications(representing
Union of India) Sanchar Bhavan, New Delhi=110 001.
2. The General Manager, Telscommunications, A.P,.Hyderabad-500 001.
3. The Telecom, distt. Engineer, Karimnagar-505 001.
[ - | 4. The Telecom, Distt Engineer,Guntur-522 050.

S. One copy to Mr.C.Suryanarayana, Advocate, 1-2-583/50
Srinilayam,Sri Sri Marg,Gagan Mahal,Hydsrabad.

6. One copy to Mr,P.Ramakrishna Raju,Sr,CGSC,CAT,Hyderabad.,

| 7. One spare copy.
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fhe reason being the posts ape—notlheve Pillad-up
while a ban inforce. Dsaspite thess orders, the applicant

contends that he continued and discharged his duties as

Observation Supervisor till his transfer to Tenali in +he

ﬁay, 1986. He ‘oo ntends that’sdbssquently 7 others who were

promoted as observation supervisor along with him were

continuing as such or given back their promctlon, “Ahersas

Ti- s tntentled Wit o lowp ot he
the same benefit was not given to him.a&$haugh~h8vheﬁf%ﬂ

function®as Observation Supervisor, bhe»beneﬁw@aa@ Rs.35/-ru

mpolil bul W Coomd N :
aiiﬂwuﬂaetpas been denied to him. He thersfore filed this

application,

2, RespondentsLProduced the records. UWe have
hesard Shri C{Suryanarayana and Shri Parameshwar Rag, Advocate
for Shri P.Ramskrishna Raju, Senior Central Government

‘ -
Standing Counsel. Records discloseg that ke although the
applicant has been reverted as Telephons- Supervisor, so

long as the applicant discharged the duties of Observation

L]

Supervisor, he would be entitled to the special pay of Rs,
35/-, Ffrom the record placed before us, we are unable to
say the exact period when the applicant was asked to

perform the duties of ‘Obsérvation Supervisor £rem in between

: the matter
28-6-84 to 19-6-86., The dEpartment should verify /and

la. wos
for the periodk?sked to work as Observation Supervisor he showp

be
paydhgx‘tha allouance of Rs.35/~ per month. This shall be

shafT"E“\done with a period of two months, ﬁbe application
is alloued to the extent indicated above”&nd 4 o costs,

<k g;f"7 (I?L“
(BuN, i:ﬁ:“IMHA)

(D.SURYA RAB)
Dt.29th November,1989,

AVL. @ictated in open court :}lQ£LL~‘ élﬂqﬁ§¥d9§£¢




