&
IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL : HYDERABAD BENCH

AT HYDERABAD.

'O A.No.307'/89.'d _ ' Date of Judgement %— 9 —F 22—
1. H.Arjunudu _
2. G.Prakash Rao «+ Applicants

Vs.

1, The General Manager,
Telecom,., Dept,,
Hyderabad,

2. The Director,
" Telecom,, Dept.,
Visakhapatnam,

3. The Dist, Engineer,

Telecom., Dept.,, .
Srikakulam, «+ Respondents

Counsel for the Applicantg : Shri C.venkatakrishna

Counsel for-the Respondents : Shri Rajeswara Rao for
' Shri N.V,Ramana, Addl, CGSC

CORAM =

Hon'ble Shri R.Balasubramanian : Member (A)

'Hon'ble shri C.J.Roy ¢ Member (J)

-X Judgement as per Hon'ble Shri R,Balasubramanian,Member (a) Y

‘ This applicatipn'has been filed by shri H.Arjunudul
& anothe; against the General Manager, Telecom., Dept,,
Hyderabad & 2 others under section 19 of the Administrative
Tribunals Act, 1985 with a prayer to quash the Memo No, E~18/RE/

CM/BS-SQ/II at. 28 2.89 issued by Respondent No. 3 as arbitrary.

2. The applicants Jjoined the Telecom., Dept., as Casual
Mazdoors in March, 1978 and January, 19%79 respectively. They
have been of and on urging the respondents to regularise their

services, The respondents created 1,509 posts for regularisa-

_tiop Aard of Mazdoors who had more'than 7 years of gservice

as on 31.3.87 i.e., those who have been serving the Department

from a date prior to 1.4.80, Regularisation orders were



3. Thé respondents have filed a counter and oppose the

&

in the regularisation list. The reason for this is seen in

-2 =

Memo No.E-18/RE/CM/88-89/10 at,. 28.2.89 where the Applicants 1&2
are treated as in service only from 7.6.82 and 10.5.80 respec-
tively., Since accordihg to this memo they did not have 7 years

oﬁéervice the_applicants werejnot regularised,
Fl

- applicatlon. It is stated £hat their service,commencing only

after they attained tﬁe age of majority at 18 years)has been

taken into account,

4, The short question involved in this case is whether only
the service rendered by the applicants after they attained the

age of majority is to be counted,

5. Thg case was earlier disﬁissed for default on 23,.,6,92,

On allowing M.A.No,830/92, the case was restored and we heard
Shri C.Venkatakrishna for the applicants for shri Rajeswara Rao
for the respondents, shri C.Venkatakrishna drew oﬁr attention
to the fact that the case is fully covered by a judgement

dt, 7.9.92 in O.A.N0.2é0/390 In that O.A. we held that service
extracted from the applicants prior to attaining the age of

18 years should not be igndred and directed the respondents
therein to takelinto account for'purpose of regularisation

the total service regardless of the age at which such gervice

was taken them, Therefore, in this 0.A. also we give the

‘same direction to the respondents to take 1nto account for purpose

of regularisation the total service (emphasis added) regardless

of the age at which such service was taken by the respondents,

If on this reckoning it is seen that persons junior to the

applicants have already been regularised, then the applicants
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"in the proper order. Their seniority in the Group-D cadre

will, however, have to be duly protected. No order as to

‘costs.

( R.Balasubramanian ) ( c,j.b;;/:;u?)"/ . _‘

Memnber{a). o Member (J) .

L g

__E_,ﬁ':,-ﬁpf

Dated: } September, 1992.

c\;) Copy toi-

/ 1., The Gﬂneral Manager, Tel=cem., Department, Hyderabad,

2. The Directer, Telecom, Department,. Bﬁkaku&am«\/cgab‘\&[)@*"‘m
3. The District Enginen-r Telecom, Department, Srikakulam.

4, One copy to Sri, C.Venkatakrishna, advocate, 7-1-571,
"~ Subhash road, Secunderabad 3.

5. One cgpy to Sri. N.V.Ramana, ‘Addl, CGSC, CAT, Hyd.

6, One spare cepy. |
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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
HYLERABAD EEBCH

THE HON'BLE m\m
AND ,
‘.

THE HON'BLE MR.R.BALASUBRAMANIAN:M(A) /
_ AND

THE HON'BLE MR.T,CHANDRASEK REDDY:
MEMBBE(J)

AND

THE HON'BLE Mk.C.J. KOY 3 MeMBEK(J), "

'Dateds Q%_)cf/_ 1992 / “

LR

ORBEE/ JUDGMENT

e

R/ G/ Moo

in- .
0.2.No. | '507/%7'/ |
PofrrHio | (TP —

Admitted and interim directions

issued
Allowed. —
Dispose f with directions

Dismissed

E?lntral Administrative T

- Dismissed 3s withdr DESPA T ibuna}
Dismissed for-defau H
) M.A.Urdered Fe jec ! 30‘”'99!

" No orders as tO cosgs

" pvm,





