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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL:HYDERABZD BENCH

AT HYDERABAD

0.,A,.N0,330/93 ‘ Date of Order:04,11,93

Between

S.Kasi
.. Applicant

AND
1, The Sub-Divisional Officer,
_ Telecom, Tadepalligudem-534 001,

2. The Sub-Divisional Officer,
Telecom, Palakol-534 260.

3.The Telecom District Manager,

‘ﬁ",G.DiSt.' Eluru*534 Osoa . Respondents

Counsel for the &pplicant : Mr.C.Suryasnarayana

Counsel for the Respondents : Mr, N.R.,Devarsj

CORAM:

.THE HON'BLE MR,A,B,GOKTHI : MEMBER (ADMN, )

THE HON'BLE MR,T .CHANDHASEKHARA REDDY : MEMBER (JUDL.,)




I AS PER HON'BLE SHRI A.B:GGRTHI : MEMBER (A) X
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The applicant was initially recruited as a

Casual Mazdoor w.s.f, 1-1-8S. He worked for about

78 days till 31-3-85. Thereafter he was once again
engaged by the Respondents from‘1-9-87 and hs worked
till 31-8-89 for a tqtal number of day 544 days in
Tadepalli Gudem Sub Oivision. Thereafter he was depu-
ted to Eluru sub Division, Phanas, where he worked

for about 150 days from September, 1989 to March, 1590,

Thus in the Qaar 1990 ha worked for more than 240 days.
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he was not given any work from 1-5-90., Aggrieved by
the same he has §iled this applicatiankthat he be

re-instated into service with protection of his seniority
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24 Regpondants in their counter affidavit accepted the
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1985, They howsver contendad that w.e.f. 1=-4=-85 ths

applicant himself was absent and it was not that the

U SPONQEBMLES I'aETUu3IL8U +O0 give nim any workK. <)Ml iar Ly na
uorkadkpertain number of days as reflected in pege-2

of counter atrfidavit betwsen 1987 to 1990 but w.a.f.

May, 1990, applicant left Palakolu Sub Oivision, with-

ouc any antaimarioa, inag e conwenction Qr Lne nagpon=

dants is that ths applicant is in the fhapit of amsark

lsavinag fhe job without permission and remaining absent.
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He cannot therefore cleim to bs % re-instated into sarvicse

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

ment.

3 There can be no dispute that the applicant worked
more than 240 days in the year 1989-90 and bscame entitlad
for Temporary Status.Even if ths Respondents contend that

the applicanton his own remeinad absent is accenoted. tha
Reapaondents ought to have served xkkh him with a notice

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

applicant ia‘he was keen to continue to work but the

Respondents had not qiven him_any_work. His addraae_..
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according to the extant instructions had to be noted on

the reverss of the Muster Rolls end the Respomdents

they desirel to continue to engage him,

4. Learned counsel fPor the Respondents contends
that the applicant ceasaito work w.e,f. May, 1990, and
he chofee to Pile this application only on B-4-93., The

seme is thus filed after a considerable delay and should
net therefore be entertained, Accordingly we hold that

the applicant cannot challeange his termination w.esfs

cemgy reewe SunoEWUOIILAY We mdy NOL ulrect t N8 resgspon-
dents to re-instate him inte 88rvice Wee.f. May, 1990,

But not_with.standing the same, the Pact remains that
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sidarabrr long period between 1987 and 1990. Kaeping
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in view the number of days of service rendered by

him during the said periods, the Respondsnts are
hereby directed to consider re-engaging the applicant
as a casual mazdoor if there is work and in Erefarance
to frashers and thosa‘uno rendered lesser nuéber of

days of ssrvicas than the applicant., The question of
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Drant nf Tomrmrama—.. M- -*

subsequent regularisaticnruill be considered by the

R"espondents in @ acc;rdance with tha rules,
De The application is disposed-of with thé

" above directions, No order as ta enate. — ——————

7 N— X
(T.CHANDRASEKHAR;ZEDDY) (A.B.GORTHY)

Member (3J) Member (A)

L Dated: 4th Novembsr, 1993,
i Dictated in the Upen Court, _

avl/

1. The Sub-Divisional Officer, Telecom, Tadepalligudemwl.

o} Mia e M- TS

3. The Telecom.Distritt Manager, W.G,Dist. Eluru-050.
'4. One copy to Mr.C.Suryanarxayana, Advocate, CAT.Hyd.
5., One copy to Mr.N.R.Devraj, Sr.CGSC.CAT.Hyd.

One copy to Library, CAT.Hyd.

spare copy.
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