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(Per Hon 'ble Shri H. Rajendra Prasad,

The applicant was engaged as Casual

I

Labourer from 1-6-82 to 31:-8-87. During this

period he wérked for periods exceeding

| .
in eac¢h year. In April,198Y7, however, h
|

for not more than 73 days.;Accprding to the

M(a) ()

240 days

e WOrked

applicant'hé was unwell on|'account of a variety

of ailmentsllike jaundice;ﬁ

chestpain etc. and was fit
duties only| from 21-10-88.

alplition of

again to perform

From 1=-10«8Y9 he

E heart,

worked continiously and more than 240 days in

most Of thel years thereafter. The applicant

produces a record of service to this effect

from 31=8-87 to 20-12-94, |duly verifie

!
concerned %epartmental authorities.

]
According to the respondents,

request for grant of tempoFary status

be granted since there was

two years in 'his service.

]

. {

‘he had been working continuocusly from

onwards upto,31-12-1994, the said bregk-in-servicg

could not #réclude a prope% considerat

. o :
case for conferring tempora

N |

regularisation.

a break of

ry status

his

The applicant contends that since

| -6-82

3 by the

could not

more than

*

fon of his

cllowed by

Y
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2 Theirespondents in
~affidavit _admit that the
in a continoPs service of

during atleast nine years
=182 till 31-3-

between Jun
however, po
from 1-9-87

them that a

grant of temporary status

1-10-89 all

service of
the applica

more than 2

the unéondoﬁed break of more than two years

stands in h

condoning such a long break in the rule

the inabili
applicant.
3. . Th
in thié cas
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40 days during
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(v. Satyanaray:
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dem and Ors.)

ﬂnt out that ‘he
‘to 30-9-89. It|is submitted

5 per the liberalised schem

‘casual labourers to be cons

atleast one ye

ht had no doubt
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¢ rest of the arguments and
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more than 24i

ﬁuccessively

was on long

T e o e
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rowers to condone

A?cording to this)

by any one at all

|

A

for eligible,casuaﬁ labourers
speak of ‘break-in-service’ .Th
seems to have been

Lo
d%nts‘as a convenlknt routine

tive phrase or expression. Bre

case of regular| employees i

pt is alien t
laﬂourers. Hence any over depe
break-in-service by the depart
deny the legitimat

might not be accepiable or cop

R ns::nondn,n:ts_baTuLm:e.qh riha

[=)
ceitain restrictions as regard

This ‘does not seem to be a rat

reason why an absence of more

qfi

absoﬁption in regillar establishment)

introduced

corporated in basic rules an

|

e rights of

does nowher
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by the resp
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ment to

a worker

rect.
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condoned by |an

.a [year cannot be.

appropriate higher authority in

e@¢nently deserving cases, i.e.

d

prolonged illness||/and subsequent

recovery.

3. Iffthe applicant had been

unauthorisedly and unaccountably

| ﬁ

absent for a long time he shpuld

‘nbt have been rem%ngaged on the

st;ength of a medical certifigcate,

as was evidently ?one in this|| case.
Thé very fact fact that this medical
certificate was accepted and |the

apb@icant was retadmitted to duty

woﬁld prove that &he concerngd authority,

: ﬁaa-prOper and velid reasons before it

for admitting the applicant to duty.

By.reeengaging him this would itself

amount to condonation of

t
absence,
i

The folloying order is thérefore passgd

x| +
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To
1, The Chief General) Manager, Union of lIndia, |
Telecommunications, Door Sanchar Bhavan, L
i
1 In‘

~Station Road, Nampally, Hyderabad-l.
1 "'\

2., The Genera Manager, Telecommunications,
Hyderabad, Surya Lok Complex, Hyder“abad-l.

. It
eer, TEIecommuniCations(Rur#l)

3, The Divisional Engin
| ]
1 L

Hyderabad-050, '
f[ r[ I
f

4, The sub pivisional Officer, Telecommunications,
Ibrahimpatnam, Ranga Reddy, Dist. _ H ;

. : i I

5, One copy to Mr,B.S, A.S@tynarayana, Advocate, C%T.Hyd.

. . r .

' !

6. One copy to Mr.V.Bhimanna, Addl,.CGSC.CAT.Hyd. _
‘ | ]

7. One copy to HHRP.M.(A) CAT.Hyd, | _
!

1 M
f

8. One copy to D,R.(A) CAT.Hyd.
\ f 1
! ;

9.° One spare copy. '
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