IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL : HYDERABAD BENCH

AT HYDERABAD

0.A.No.636/91

BETWEEN:

T.Maddileti .+ Applicant,

AND

1. The Sub-Divisional Officer,
Telecom., Gadwal - 509 125,

2, The Telecom District Engineer,
Mahabubnagar - 509 050,

3, The Chief General Manager,
Telecom, A.P., Hyderabad - 1,

4, The Director General, Telecom,
(representing Union of Indiad,

New Delhi - 110 001. .. Respondents,
Counsel forthe Applicant .. Mr.C.Suryanarayana
Counsel for the Respondents .. Mr,N.V.Rameana
CORAM:

HOM'BLE SHRI A.B.GORTKI 3 MEMBER (ADMN,}

HON'BLE SHRI T.CHANDRASEKHARA REDDY;E MEMBER {JUDL.)

Date of Ordert 10,3,94
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Order of the Division Bench delivered by

Hon'ble Shri A;B;Gorthi, Member (Admn,).
}

The applicant was initially engaged as a
casual mazdoor from 7,7.,1984 by the Bub-Divisional
Officer, Telecom, Gadwal (Respondent No,1)., In 1984-85
he worked for a total of 283 days, Subsequently‘again
engaged by Respondent No,l1 in August 1988 and he continu-
ously worked till the end of August 1990 for a total
of 535 days, His services however were terminated w.,e.f,
1,5,1990, His claim in this application is for a
direction to the respondents to reengage him'spé to confer
upon temporary statuskbaeehe—absoxpti@n in regular
establishment,

2, _ The respondents in their reply affidavit

have stated that the applicant worked fof 28 days in

1984, 76 days in 1985, 103 days in 1988, 230 days in 1989
and 109 days in 1990, The respondents thus w#df nit %
diSputé tﬁat the applicant worked for morq&han 535 days J
during 1988-1990 tégiﬂthey seem to contend that in 1984- ;1
1985, the applicant worked for a lesser number of days ‘
then alleged by thelapplicant in the OA, The applicant 1*
in support of his contention regarding the number of

days of work done by him annexed to the OA copies of ;;
the extract from tng_days,Liﬁgggg}ie’showing the details

of the number of days of his engagement, The respondents

ought to have verif§4this with a view to see whether
. evtlann

N gbgykare correct or notj




To

1.
2.
3.

4.

5.
6.
7
8.

The Sub Iﬁvisional Officer, Telecom, Gadwal-509 125,
The Telecom rdstrlct Engineé}: Managubnagar-OSO

The Chief General ‘Manager, :
Telecom, A.P.Hyderabadl.

The Director-General, Telecom, Uhion of India,
New Delhi-1. _: o} .. + o )
One copy . to Mr, C Suryanarayana, deocate, CAT,.Hyd,

One copy to Mr.N veRamana, Addl. 0GSC, CAT, Hyd.
One copy to Library, CAT. Hyd,
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3. In any case there is no dispute that the
o
applicant worked for morethan 535 days and thus became

/N Iaad L oediul oW S
ellgible for grant of temporary status, ILearned counsel

- - 1 “Lad . oema ’J ad . c wwd A o= Y -

for the applicant.has stated that the respondents terminate

2.1 ..
the services of the applicant w e. £ 1.9;19?0, without

O, Qliws IO T Y N | 'l"'I_a-_ .-

authority and without justification:,LThe termination

should therefore 'bé decliréd as iilegal and the applicant
. P 4 . am . aa-w T + iy 14-\; A’
should be given the benefip of intervening ,period from

1,9,1990 till the date of his:ireinstatement for &he

services—of—counting his seniority and continuity in
\.-ZAW ‘/ R o.,(c_;_d.n,

sexrvice, In the extent case we are unable to excesd

¥

to the request of the applicant's counsel for the

reason that there is nothing on record: to show that the

términation of the service of the applicant w.e,f. 1,9,90

is illegal,

4, The facts of the case clearly indicate that L

the applicant did workgdffor morg&han 535 days Bwen tuta

p)
o
during the period of 1988-1990 and as such becpme eligible

for temporary status, In view of this,this OA may be

disposed of with the following directions 2~ ‘\]
-

(a) The name of the applicant shall be entered
in the casual labour register taking into
consideration the numbegof days of service
rendered by him as stated by him in this OA.,

\
(b) If anyone junior to hﬁ&ﬁ?ﬁ?since been /&/’ N
engaged the applicant w shall be re-
engaged as soon as work becomes avaijilable,

(¢c) The case of the applicant for grant of
temporary status and subsequent reqularji-
sation/absorption shall be considered by the
respondents in accordance with his Seniority

and 8s per the extant instructions. W;

There shall be no order as to costs,

« o~ \P—
(T .CHANDRASEKHARA R DY) (A.B.GOYTHI)

Member (Judl, ) Member(Admn.)g;' /
Satea:_10th march, 1994 -
(Dictated in Open Court) .

«d ?%”4&/29*1
Depull; Resrancic,
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TYRPED BY - COIPLRED BY

CHECKED B/ APFTOVED 2Y

I8 THE CENLR -"J:_II:?ISTRATI\/’E TRIB THAL .
HYDR& 20 SEICH AT HYDERADAD

THE HOU! ELl LR, CUSTICE VLWNBELADRI RAO
' VICE Ci{AIRMAN

THE HON'BLE ®R.A.3.GORTHI : MEMBER(AD)

. THE HON'BLE MR, TCCHANDRASEKIAR REDDY

MEMBER(JUDL )
ND

THE HON!BLE MR R RANGARAITAN & T"I(EDMN)
Dateds (O {g ~1994

BREERATUDCIMENT

TN )

in .

0.a.N0, (}gg\q\ Y .
T.A.NO, _ (w;p. )

Admitted and Interim IDirections
Issved.

Allawed : A !

Disposed of with directiors

R _
Dismigsed. o

Dismisfped as withdrawn.
Dismidsed for Default.

Re jecited/Ordered.

No order as to costs.
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