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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL : HYDERAGAD 8ENCH

AT HYDERABAD

0.A. 752/93. Dt. of Decision : 4.11.94.
J. VUenkateswarlu - .« Applicant,
\Us

1. Union of India rep. by
its Secretary, Ministry
of Communications,

New Delbhi.

2. The Chief General Managsr,
Telecommunications,
A,P.Circla, Hydsrabad.

3. The General Manager,
Teleccmmunications,
Visakhapatnam.

4, The Telecom District Manager,
Visakhapatnam.

5. The Assiskant Engineer(Trunks)
Trunk Manual Exchange,
Yisakhapatnam.

6. The Telecom District Manager,
Guntur District, Guntur. ++ Respondents.

Counsel for the Applicant : Mr. M.P.Chandramouli

Counsel for the Respundeﬁts : Mr, V.Bhimanna,Addl.CGSC,

CORAM:

THE HON'BLE SHRI A.B. GORTHI : MEMBER (ADMN.)
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Copy to:

1. The Secretary, Union of India,

2,

3.
4.

Se

G.

7.
8.
g.

‘Ministry of Communications,

New Delhi.

The Chief Geheral Manager,
Telecommurnications, A.P.Circle,
Hyderabad.

The General Manager, Telecommunications,
Visakhapatnam, ™

The Telecom District Manager,
Yisakhapatnam,

The Asst. hnglnear,(Trunks)
Trunk Manual Exchange,
\fisakhapatnam,

The Telecom District Manager,
Guntur District,Guntur.

One copy to Mr. m P.Chandramouli,Advocate, CAT ,Hyderabad.

Ons copy to Mr.V.Bhimanna,Addl. CGSE CAT Hyderabad.
One copy to lerary,CAT,Nyderabad.

10.0ne pare copy.
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LN that the surplus TOA(P) were asked to give option to change
over as TOA (Genl.), and that the remaining surplus
candidastes were shifted to the posts of TOA (Genl.) by

¢
picking up the junior most officials, .
.

! 4, In view of the circumstances 83 brought out in
the OA resd with the counter grﬁidéyit filed by the
raespondents, there can be no dispute that the applicant will
have no right to claim to C?ntinue as th& Telephone Operator
(Phones) even in thg changaed circumstances. At the samg time
what the respondents will have to bear in mind is that as
‘the appliéant d%d not udlgnte?r for baing shifteq ﬁo the
post of TOA (Genl.) he could be:shifted as such only,if
he is found to bé?ﬁunior mostﬂgn di%:iéi:?far any one Jjunior
to him is being retained as TOA(P) at Visekhapatnam, it
would not be rair to shift the applicant to the post of
TOA (Genl,).

5. In this context the learned counsel for the
applicant assgrted that the applicent at no peint of time
Ot . At .
made h%elspec1fic request to transfer to Visakhapatnam and
as such his posting to Visakhapatnam should not be treated ‘
as one done gt his own requaest. Kesping this in view the

seniority of the applicant has to be detsrminad in accordance

with the gyxtant rulegs/instructions.

T d i

6. In view of the abou%,ue dispose of this 0A with

the directiong to the respondents to fix the aeniority of

the applicant in the cadre of TOA(P) in accordance with ths
extant instructions, thereaftar, if it is seen that any one
Junior to him is retained gs TDA(P) at uisakhapatnam, the
applicant also yill be retained as such. Ii houeueg he happens
to be the junior most candidate to be shifted to the post of

TOA(Genl.), the applicant cannot havs any grievancg.

7. No order as to cbsts.
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0.A, 752/93.7 Dt. of Decision : 4.11.94.

ORDER

§ As per Hon'ble Shri A.B. Gorthi, Member (Admn.) |

!

.Tha applicant while working as Telephone Operating
Assistant (Phones) (TOA(P) for short) at Visakhapatnam was
shifted from his post to the post of Telephone Operator
(General) in the office of AE (MM), Visakhapstnam vide
impugned order of the Telecom District Manager, Visakhapatnam
dated 11,5.1993. Aggrieved by ﬁhe same he filed this 0OA
with a prayer to Setpside the same. The main contention
of the applicant is that he uas.nnt the junior most TOA(P)
at Visakhapatnam and hence gyen if gsome of the employees
in the cadre of TOA (P) were declared surplus, it was not
the applicant but it would be somghodyelse liable to be

transferred to the post of TOA(Genl.).

2. As the applicant,uhile working as S0T0 yas not
’ ~
being regularly absorbad}had approached the High Court of
L9

AP, with yrit petition No. 9751/84 which upon transfer to
the Tribunal yas heard and disposed of as T.A.NC. 3g/88.

. M,
Thedr—in the respondents yere directed to absorb the applicant
as Reserve Trained ﬂgol Telephone Operator hefore absarbing
fresh candidates from open market. The respondents wers

also directed to fix the seniority of the applicant in

accordance with the extant instructions.,

-

3. " Consequent to the automisation of Telephonse exchangaes
I

a large number of Telephone Oparators becams surplus, as
stated by the respondents in their countsr affidavit. Such
surplus TOA (Geml,) were thersfore gzzzéd*to perform the

duties of TOA (Genl.). The respondents Purther clarified
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IN THE CENTR\L ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUN:
HYDERABAD BENCH HYDERABAD
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THE HON'3LE

SSAN 1 MEMBER{])
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Admitted and Interim Cirections
Iss ed, .. - &

A1louved.

S
°}

sposed of with DirectionSJ —
—~—

Jismissed,

; k4
sed '¢s withdrawn, fﬁﬁﬂfﬁgiﬂ" , ik—

rdered, R . l

s. to costs, S—m . 5
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