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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL,HYDERABAD BENCH
' AT HYUERABAD,

-

§.5.80,1028/94,

Date: July 9, 1907 e
Y ,gnﬁm P

Between:
Y.Surender, ar e

And

1. Sub DLivisional Inspector (Posts)
Sangereddy.

2. Surerintendent ¢f Post Offices,
Sangareddy Civision, Sangarecdy.

3. M. Ramesh. .e .o .. Respondfents.

Counsel for th: applicant: &ri S.Ramekrishnz Rac,

Ccuneel for the Respondents: Sri V.Bhimanna.

CCRAM:
Hon'ble Sri H.Rangzrajan,Member (A)

Hon'ble “ri B,.£,Jai Farameshvwer,Member (J).

JULGI’:EI T,

- .-

(per Hon'ble Sri R, Rangarajan,kMember (A},
Hesrd ¢ri &.,Ramakrishné Rao for the applicant
and Sri V.Bhimanna for the respondents.

2. The conbise{ facts of this czse are as

follows:

The applicant wés appointed ss EDDA Chintala Cherwwa

[
M

EDS® orn 1-10-1382. Consequent to down gradation of
Chiﬂtalacheruvu‘EDSO ;nto EDEO in beptember, 1985, the
post of—%E/EDDA was abolisheé. Hence the applicant
was Cilscheruel from service with effect from. 25-9-1995,
He wes provided with an altern;tive appointment as

EDMC, Patancheruva Phase-Lg Sq)with effect from 6-5-198@,




tresting him as @ retrenched ED staff. Lfter working

9

for three months in that post, it 1is stated¢ that he hagl/,
‘ L,-,.,N!k“ ’ )
absentedﬁ§nd giq rot report for duty till 1992, The
| S50 - ‘
post of EDMC, Patancheruviy Ph;se-I;mwhich post the
e o Ay
applicant was occupying,ves regularly filled in.

Tt is stated that the applicant never spproached either
the gub Fostmaster, ratancheruvu I.E. Phase-I1 oI the

sDI(P), Sangareddy,afterwards. The applicant was

sppointed provisicnally 3 EDMC/DA Waddepally with

)

affgct from 1-6-1992 wher that post became vacant.

5 npotification to £ill vp that post was issued on

. 23-E-1%%4 &nd the applicant also applied for that Fest.

That post was filled up by @ s. T, cfficisl by rname

Sri Yadayye rut that S.r, 0fficial was also discharged

from Service as his antecedents were not found good.

That post was provisionaiiy filled up by one Ramesh

as EDMC/CA, Waddepally on 6-7-1994 provisiomelly Lut
not regularly. Tt is stated that the applicant had

not approached again for any provisional appointment ..

3, The contention of the applicant in this

0.L., 1s that he was appointed as ECMC/LA Pattancheruvu,

So
Fhase I%l?n 6er=d~-=1966 &5 2 retrenched E.L. otaff.

He w~tc sick from 1986 to 1992 2pd tecpute of thet he

rd

ropnk -
Could not jeim—back for duty.  When he joined back
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for duty he should have leen treated as a retrenche? ED

staff snd on tﬂanasis his posting as EDMC/DA
Waddepally with effect from 1--€--1992 should be
requlaorised,

4.17his C.A,, is filed praying for & direction

to the respondents to take him back as IDMC/LA

E_ Y

Waucepally treating him &s & displaced EDEA,

5. G1he responfents in their reply submit that

e

the agplicant %gé desertel ..ic duties from 1986-—1992£9£k
that he came ﬁack for duty in the year,1992, that he

was Posted as EDMC/LA Waddepal]y on provisional kasis as
th.,+ was a post vas-ri at thet tima, They stats that
the provisional posting will not give him any status

48 8 retrenched ED Steff, His provisional posting was
made &5 he was immediately available for posting and
hence, he cannot be ruguivis ed as Filul/Da, naddepeiiy
treating him as a retreﬁched EL Staff,

W isoomadmitig frot Hoy

G.Lthe spplicent was absent from 1-4-1986 and he

W8S @ppointed on 1--6--1992 provisicnally as EDMC/DA
waddepally. Though, it is stated thatﬁ the applicent

was sick and hence he could not report back for duty,

there is no evidence to Prove that he wzs sick and

he approached the authorities during that periof for
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granting him leave or kéeping him &s a retrenched LI staff
on the 1ist for postirg him against that quota after
he assumed duty , In the absence of any tangible
procf to the asbove =ffect, it has to be helé that the
|
dpplicant was absented himself without any proper

duthorisation. Though' the learned counsel for the

responcents sybmit that as the applicant was absented

from Cuty for more thsn 18€ davs and that absence

™

renders him ineligible for maintaining him in the list
o
©f retrenched ED Steff;! <§Z¥/no rule hes keen quoted by
the counsel for‘respcndgnts in this cernection, It is
8lzo submitted thet orce he wss posted FDMC, Pattencheruvy
‘S0 | |

Phase—I%/and he joined thst post, his neme has heen
e

removec from the list of surplus ED stsff. Hence,

L]

the applicant carnot cleim fof reqular rosting as EDMC/LA

Waddepally, Th&t zest at Waddepally was regulsarly

f11led after censidering the csse of the applicant also

2s he was also one of the candidates who applied for thet

post,

7. In view of the zbove, we are of the cpinion

that the respondents have not guoted the proper rula
s not -~

: {
for gpx/treating him as retrenched EDMCADA 'after he

I

— i i, i e e r——— e
—— - .



Ry a—— e o

s 5

left the duties in 1986. But that will not give
any relief to the applicant to give a direction to

the resnendents to.trtat him s retrenched ED staff.
It 1s for the Department tc decide his casg in
accordénce with rules, Hence, the applicant may
submit, if so advised a detailed representation to

the POSt Master General, Hyderabad Region for considering
Pim as a retrenched ED staff and on hek-ReRxs receipt
A

€Y such representation by the Post Master General,
HyZerabad Livision, he may dispcse of the same
in accorcance with the rules,

B. The C,A,, iz dicspored of as above,

Ao costs.
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