IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL : HYDERABAD BENCH

AT HYDERABAD,

-

0.A,No,630/91, Date of Judgement :35—
Narsimlu «+ Applicant
Vs.

1. Union of India,
Rep. by its
General Manager,
Telecommunications;
New Delhi,

2, The Chief General Manager,
Telecommunications,
A.P.Circle,

Hyderabad-a, p,

3. The Dist, Manager,
Telecommunications,

MBNR Divn,, M'Nagar,

4. The Divl, Engineer(T),.
Telecommunications,
M'Nagar. '

5. The SDO Telecommunications,
Mahaboobnagar. +» Respondents

Counsel for the Applicant : Shri K.Vasudeva Reddy

Counsel for the Respondents : Shri Rajeswara Rao for
Shri N.V.Ramana, AQadl.

CORAM:

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

Hon'ble Shri T.Chandrasekhara Reddy : Member({J)

Judgement as per Hon'ble Shri R.Balasubramanian, Member(A) |
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CGSC

This application has been filed by Shri Narsimlu

wmder section 19 of the Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985

éainst the Union of India, Rep. byits General Mapager,

lecommunications, New Delhi & 4 others with a prayer to

dare the termination of the applicant from service
|

4

\f. 1.7.89 as illegal and to direct the respondents

‘ntinue the applicant in service with all conseguential

its and also to regularise his services.
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2. The applicant is working in the Office of the 5th
respondent since 10,.2,88 as Casual Mazdoor. It is claimeqd

that he had put in a total service of 322 days as per the

muster roll maintained by the respondents. All of a sudden,
on 1.7.89 his services were terminated orally and he was
asked not to attend office by the 5th respondent. The
applicant pleaded with the respondents not to terminate

his services but in vain, Thereafter, he submitted
representations on 17.7.89 and on 20,12.89. Since he did not
get a favourable response, he has filed this O0.A. Tt is

his case that the termination w.e.f. 1,7.89 is a retrenchment
without coﬁplying with the mandatory provisions of 3
Section 25-F of the I.D.Act, 1947, It is also his case ?J
that since he had put in 322 days of service the terﬁination

is illegal and he is also entitled to regularisation.
3. There is no counter affidavit filed in this case,

4. We have heard the rival sides on 9,7.92. 1In a letter
dt, 29.6.92 urging early hearing, the learned counsel for the
applicant Shri K.Vasudeva Reddy had stated that the 0.A. ié
squarely covered by the decision dt. 27.3,91 in O.A,No, 367/88"
of this Bénch. We have seen the decision dt. 27.3.91

in 0.A.N0.367/85, The Bench did not go into the question of
termination, holding that if that case is to be raised

it should be raised before the Induétrial Tribunal in terms of
the Larger Bench decision of this Tribunal reported in

1991(1) SLR 245,

5. The Bench directed the respondents to re-engage the
applicants in accordance with their seniority subject to the
availability of work and taking into conside:ation the
judgements of the Supreme Court, after preparing the

seniorityPist/confermentuof tempofary status as per the
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X four circulars of the D.G.P&T (para 4 of the judgement).
(1) D.G.Telecom, letter No,269-89/88-STN dt. 17.10.88.
(2) D.G.Telecom. letter No.269-29/88-STN dt, 18.11,88,
(3) D.G.Telecom. letter No.265-.10/89-STN dt. 7.11.89,
(4) D.G.Telecom. letter No.269-10/89-STN dt. 17.12.90.

In this case also., we repeat the same dlrection,wv nespect
- ' o R ddplicans ferein’ .
6. We dispose of the applicat:.on thus m.th nc order as to .
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{ R Balasubramanian )~ ( T.Chandrasekhara Reddy )
‘ ot Member(A). Member(J).
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C\i%L/, ;. Dated: 30 July, 1922,
‘ AN Deputy Registrati{Jd
To

1. The General Manager, ﬁnion of India,
Teleccommunications, New Delhi.

2. The Chief General Manager, Teleconmunicat-.ions,
A.,P,Circle, Triveni C:omplex,
HYder abad=A.P. ' {

3. The Dist. Manager,
Telecommunications,
Mahaboobnagar Pivision,
Mahaboobnagar.

4, The Divisional Ingineer (T)
Telecommunications, Mahaboobnagar,

5. The S8.D,0, ‘I‘elecommun:ications,
ahaboobnagar.

5- One copy to Mr, K,vasudeva Reddy, Advocate
o8 4~2-614, Ramkote, Hyderabad.

A
7. One copy to Mr,N.Bhagkar.#ao, Addl. CGSC.CAT,Hyd.
8-_ One spare COpPYa r&‘-\[' K/}'ma-. CA-
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