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Order of the Division Bench delivered by 

Flon'ble Shri A.B.Gorthi, Member (Admn.). 

The applicant was initially engaged as a 

Casual Mazdoor under the Sub-Divisional Officer, Telecom. 

Gadwal on 2.2.98. He worked till the end of May 1988 frr 

a total of 118 days. Subsequently he was re-engaged in 

September 1989 and workecontinuously till the end of 

October 1990 for a total of 360 days. His services were 

dis-engagea from 1.11.19907  although he had put in 364 

dayg in the 12 months preceding the date of his dis-

engagement. 

The respondents in their reply affidavit have 

stated that the applicant was engaged as a Casual Nazdoor 

and worked for 112 days from February 1980 to May 1988 and 

for a period of 48 days in 1989 and 165 days during 1989-

1990. In other words their contention is that the applicant 

had not worked for 240 days in any year of 12 months. 

We have beard learned counsel for both the parties 

and perused the material h..:fore  us. A careful examination 

of Annexure A-1which is the document in support of the 

applicant's contention that he worked for a certain number of 
a— 

days,) 41#-4s=-eeett that the same does not appear the 

signatures of any official in certain places. In view 

of this we cannot say with certainity t 	about the 

actual number of days that the applicant worked under 

Respondent No,1. This is a matter which requires to be 

carefully examined and determined by Respondent No.15 C..Mter 

perusing the relevant material produced by the applicant-

ftccordingily we dispose of this application with a direction 

that the applicant should report to Respondent No.1 on any 
ALn1flu - 

date convenient and produce before him all the relevant 



material in his possession in support of his contention% 

about the bumber of days of work rendered by him under the 

respondents. Thereafter if Respondent No.1 is satisfied 

that the applicant had worked continuously for 240 days 

in any period of 12 rnonthshis case may be considered for 

entering his name in the Casual Labour Register, for grant 

of temporary status and subsequent regularisation in accordance 

with the extant instructions/scheme. 

4. 	There shall be no order as to costs. 

(T.CHANDRASEKHARA REDDY) / 	 (A.B.GORTI) 
Member (Judi.) 	

( 	
Member(Admri..) 

Dated:lOth March, 1994 

(Dictated in Open Court) 	 c 
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To 

The Sub Ulvisional Officer, Telecom, Gadwal-.509 125, 

The Telecom flistrict Engineer, tlanegubnagaraOsO, 
.3., The Chief General Manager, 

Telecon, A.P.flydereba&4,. 

4.. The tirectoraenerai, Teleccni, Union of India, 
Now Xtiltttti. 

One copy to Mr..C..Suryermrayan, Advocate, CAT.Hyd,. 
One copy to Mr.N.0vaamana, Addi, C3SC.C/T.nyd. 

7, One Copy to Library, CJ4DiNyd, 

8. One spare copy. 




