REVIEW APPLICATION NO.2€6 gf 1987.

IN

ORIGINAL APPLICATIGN NO.267 of 1987,

ORDER OF THE TRIBUNAL

This Revisw Application has been filed by the appli-

I

cant in 0.A. 267/1987. The main grnund contended in support
: !

of this Revieu Application is that the 4th Respondent to this

I A )
Review Application, Shri Bhaskara Rao was never selected at
all. He was not selected as R.T.PL candidate and he was
appointed only in 1983 uhereas the, applicant was duly selected
and appointed in October 1981, The seniority assigned to

f
Shri Bhaskara Rao is;!therefore, irreqular, The Department
has produced a Register of Telephnée Operators maintained fram
the 1st half of the year 1380. It is seen from the Register
at 51.No.40 at Page-58 that Shri Bhaskara Rao is one of the -

* .
selected candidates for the 2nd half of the yesar 1980, uwhereas
the applicant, Shri Ramesh, whosa name appears at S1.No.362

at Page-122 of the Register, was gelected as R.T.P. for the

1st half of the year 1981. It is, therefore, ssen that the

Respondent-4 belongs to an earlier bateh compared to the applicant

+

and the contention of the applicant that he was never sslected

ig not correct. The 2nd point which urged by the applicant is
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that Shri Bhaskara Raé was actually joined much later to him.
Therefore, in vieu‘af the fact that Shri Bhaskara Rao even
assuming that he was selected for an earlier batch, since he
joined later to the applicant, thg applicant‘shuuld be reckonad
to the seniofity. Shri C.Suryana;ayana, lgarned Counsel for

the Respondent-4 stateq that thé éespondent-d could not join
earlier, due to re-organisation of the divisions and he uas
allotted to Anakepalli Division where he was not appeointed in
Anakapalli Divisiop for admiﬁistrétive reasans and he, later on,
was appointed in Vizianagaram, .Responﬁent-4 was naot respﬁnsible
Por his jﬁining laté, and according to the circularlof the
D.G.P.T., dated 30-10-1980, svential absorption of R.T.P. as
regular staff will be in the order of their merit although

their actual engéﬁemant made depend on the exigency of work.

2. '~ The counter filed on beﬁal?lof'the Dapartment says

that thelcontantiun of the.appliéant.that the Respondent-4 is

a stranger to the R.T.P. is baseless., It is stated that

Shri Bhaskara Rao, though selected against 2nd half of the

year 1980 quota, had tc wait for appointment as short duty
Telephone Operator till 10-4-1983 as he had opted to work at
Bheemunipatnam Exchange, Uizianagarzafumhere enly Auto Exchange uas

available. As soon as Bheemunipatnam Exchangs was converted into
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manual exchange, Shri Jhaskars Reo was posted to work

as Short Duty?Telephone an;ator from 10-4-1983. FMerely
because the applicant was working as Short Duty Telephone
Operator, itcannot be said that the fourth Raspondent is
a stranger to R.T.P, list and should be given seniority

over him.

3. We have hsard the arguments of Counsel for
applicant (both in this Review Application and sism
in Original Application; Shri C.Suryarayana, Counsel
for Réspondent No.4 and Shri K,V,Subba Rao, Standing
Counsel for the Department (Reépundents Nos. 1 to 3)
The main argumant advanced on behalf of the aaplicant
in this Reviau Application is that Resnondent No.4

| , -  - |
could not have been appointed as/number of persons
who.uvere fanklsaqiors to Respondent no.4 in Fhe list
were also not appointed. Ha alsﬁ contends that Res-
pondent No.4 did not join as Short Duty Telephane
operator until April, 1983, whereas the applicant
joined much‘earlier, that is, on 10-2-1982 aﬁd he
has been unrkiﬁg ever since; de furtherstates that
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the applicant should be given seniority over Respondent
No.4. Shri C.Suryanarayana (for R-4) states that there

is no doubt that Respondent Né.d was selected in the
sscond half year of 1880 and bis name was included in

the list of R.T.P, Candidatss. %he Department has
statedthat Raspandeﬁt Naf4 haﬁ made a request for Bhimuni-

patnam, but Respondent no4. denies having made any

such request, He also states thaﬁ due to certa;n
regrganisatidn of the divisions in Visakhapatnam,

!
Vizianagaram and Shrikakulam Qistricts, the applicaﬁt
was originally asked to go faiﬂnakapalle and that
theré{uas.deiay in giving appqintmantu The Respon-
dent no.4 cannot, therefore, He penalised for the
delay on-the part of the Depagtment. Counsel for
the Respondent No,4 further sgated that the D.G.,
pP5T, New Delhi in his instrucgians No.6/36/5pé~1 dt.
30-10-1980 laid down that it is only when the list
of RTP cand;dates in an earliér half year has been
axbausted that recruitment of persons from the next

list shall be undertaken. Even according to this,

the Respondent no.4 had priority for absorption.
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The delaygd employment of Respondent no.4 cannot,
therefore, be a ground for disturbing his seniority.
We have perused the relevant records produced by the
Depa;tment. No request or letter from Respondent

No. 4 askiné for posting et Bhimunipatnem has been
shoun to us. UWe are also unable to meke out anything
from the recu;d as to why thefe was delay in the issue
of orders by the department to Respondent No.4 Having
regard to the circular of DG,;D&T referred to above,
it‘uould appear that Resgoﬁdeht No.4 should in the
ordinary coume wrag joined eafiier than the applicants.
In tha light of the material before us, we do not

find that o?r Orders dated éakh July, 1987 in G.A.

267 of 1987 (main application) require to be revised.

The Review Application No.26/1987 is accordingly

dismissed.
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