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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBIJNAL:HYDERABAD BENCH 

AT FLYDERABAD 

O.A.No. 330/93 
	 Date of Order:04.11.93 

Betwee 

S.Kasj 
Applicant 

AND 

1.The Sit-Divisional Officer, 
Telecom, Tadepalligudem-534 001. 

2. The Sub-Div,i siona 1 Officer, 
Telecom, Palakol-534 260. 

3The Telecom District Manager, 
W.G.Dist,, tluru-534 050. 	 Respondents 

Counsel for the ?pplicant 	Mr.C.Suryanarayana 

Counsel for the Respondents 	Mr. N.R.Devaraj 

corAM: 

THE HON'BLE MEk.A.B.GOrcTHI : MEMBER (/CMN.) 

THE HONBLLE MR.T.CHANDKASEKHAhA REDDY 	MEMBER (JUDL.) 
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 AS PER HON'BLE SHRI A.8.GORTHI 	MEMBER (A)
I. 

I 

The applicant was initially recruited as a 

Casual Mazdoor w.e.r. 1-1-85. He worked for about 

78 days till 31-3-85. Thereafter he was once again 

engaged by the Respondents from 1-9-87 and he worked 

till 31-8-89 for a total number of day 544 days in 

Tadepalli Gudem Sub Division. Thereafter he was depu-

ted to Eluru sub Division, Phones, where he worked 

for about 150 days from September, 1989 to March, 1990. 

Thus in the year 1990 he worked for more than 240 days. 

nsinuugn na is a in i. i.sau o acquire i awpuKaiy o4.0 ua 

he was not given any work from 1-5-90. Aggrieved by 

the same he has 4iled this applicationthat ha 'be 

re-instated into service with protection of his seniority 

2. 	Responcients in their counter affidavit accepted the 

1985. They however contended that  w.e.f. 1-4-85 the 

applicant himself was absent and it was not that the 

"esponaan% a rerusea t.o give nirn any work. OJ.rua.sar.Ly lie 

workedcertain number of days as reflected in page-2 

of counter arfidavit between 1987 to 1990 but w.eJ. 

May, 1990 9  applicant left Pelakolu Sub Division, with-

ouc any intimation. inus une contention or tne nespon 

dents is that the applicant is in the habit of aIa.mk 

leeviflo the job without permission and remeining absent. . . . 
---- - 
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He cannot therefore claim to be S re-instated into service 

on the strength of service rendered by him in the Depart- 

mont. 

3, 	There can be no dispute that the applicant worked 

more than 240 days in the year 1989-90 and became entitled 

for Temporary Status.Evan if the Respondents contend that 

the appiicaribn his own remained absent is accaoted thn 

Respondents ought to have served xaktla him with a notice 

in that regard.On the other hand the contention of the 

pJ- 
applicant 

is IL 
he was keen to continue to work but the 

/ 

Respondents had not qie yn-  
him anv_sork___HL9_adQ --- .--------------- - 

------ -,--.---------------- - — 	- 
according to the extant instructions had to be noted on 

the reverse of the Muster Rolls and the Respondents 

they deeirdto continue to engage him. 

40 	Learned counl for the Respondents contends 

that the applicant ceass1to work u.s.?. Nay, 1990 9  and 

he cholae to tile this application only on 8-4-93. The 

same is thus filed after a considerable delay and should 

not therefore be entertained. 	Accordingly we hold that 

the applicant cannot challenge his termination u.ef. 

..' • 	- 'e . ....n.opflhlh sy wa way iiut. airec C L na rcespofl- 

dents to re-instate him into service u.s.?. May, 1990. 

But not..with...standing the same, the tact remains that 

'r 	a.i ... spuuiuwIiL IUS CUtl 

siderabl7 long period between 1987 and 1990. Keeping 

- 	- ....4. 	—. 
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in view the number of days of service rendered by 

him during the said periods, the Respondents are 

hereby directed to consider re-engaging the applicant 

as a casual mazdoor if there is work and in preference 

to freshers and those who rendered lesser number of 

days of service than the.epplicant. The question of 

orant ne tam a--- 

eubsequent regularisation will be considered by the 

espondents in a accordance with the rules. 

The application is disposed-of with thU 

above directions. No order as to enota- 

- 
(T.CHANDRASEKHAR EODY) 	 RTH 

Member 	 Member (A) 	

1---- 

Dated: 4th November, 1993. 

4 

Dictated in the Upon Co 

av 1/ 	 lily  

urt. 

To 
1. The sub-Divisional Officer, Telecom, Tadepal1igudem-1. 

The Telecom Distritt Manager, W.G.Dist. Eluru-OSO. 

One copy to Mr.C.Suryanarayana, Advocate, CAT.Hyd. 

S. One copy to Mr.N.R.1vraJ, Sr.CGSC.CAT.Hyd. 

One copy to Library, CAT.Hyd. 

One spare copy. 



TNPED BY 	 CQ4,1PAREL BY 

CHiiCELL i3Y 	APROVLD BY 

IN TI-IL CENTRAL ArINIarRAiIvL TBUNAL 

iYLERAE AD BENCH AT IiZEEAD 

THE HUN' I3LE ML.V EEI4ADRI RAO V.C. 

TM 	 -- 

AND 

THE NON' BLI MR.CWNDRA SEEHAR REDDY 
:MEMBR(J) 

TH HON1 k11i. 

DATEL: - f)-1993 

R.P./C.P/M.A. N.. 

In 

Y' 
T.A.Nn. 	 (W.P.No. 	
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I., 
_znmitlted and icterim directions 

355 U 

A11Olqed 

sposed of with direstians 

Dism sed as withdrawn 	
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Diem ssed  

Dism s$ed for default  
rddred 
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