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AT HYDERABAD,

0.A,NO. 794495,'  DATE OF JUDGMENT:21-6=95,
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1, G. Ananta Satyavathi.
2. P, Krishnavani. ~

3. B.Satyam. _ S e -

4, ‘G.V;SbR.Sujatha. ‘

o s Appl.icahts . -

~and

1, The Chief General Manager,
Telecommunications Y
A.P.Circle, Door Sanchar Bhavan,
aAbids, Hyderabad.

2. The General . Manager, Telecom Distriét,
Daba Gardens, ¥isakhapatnam. :

3. The Senior Supermtendent, Teletraffic Division,
Dept.of mlecmunications, Visakhapatnam. _

«s Resp bndénts.

COUNSEL FOR THE APPLICANT: SHRI'V.Venkateswér Rao.

~

COUNSEL FOR THE RES?OLFENTS SHRI N.R.Devraji,
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JUDGMENT

Y

Y as per Hon'ble Sri R.Rangarajan, Member(Administrative) X

Heard both the counsels,

2. There are four applicants in this CA who are working
as pPhysically Handicapped Public Te lephone Attendants to
operate the Public Telephones ingtalled in the Department:zl
Telegraph Office, at Vishakapatnam with effect from 1981
onwards., Their main prayer is for a direction to the res-
pondents to absorb them as casual Labourers by applying

the Casual Labour (Grant of Temporary status and Regulari-
sation) Scheme, 1989 in terms of this Tribunal's judgment

dt. 1.2.1995 in O.A,N0,187/94 and batch with all consequential

penefits such as seniority, grant of temjorary status,

" regularisation etc.

3. The directions given in the case of physically
Handicapped Public Telephone Attendants in OAs 187/94 and
batch are given in paras-9 s&o 11 of the Judgment referred to

above. The said paragraphs are reproduced below: =

"3, Taking intc consideration the aforestated facts,
we must first observe that we cannot accede to the =
applicant's request to direct the respondents to regu-
larise them against Group 'C*' posts, Further, we are
of the visw that the decision of the respondents to
extend the Casual Labour (Temporary Status and Regula-
risation) Scheme 1989%, to the applicants is just and
fair. we do not however find any justification for
the respondents decision to consider the cases of the
applicants for grant of Temporary status only after
they acquired the status of Casual Labour. The

" application of the scheme to such of those applicants
who opt for it would no doubt be prospective only and
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cannot have retrospective effect. But in
considering the cases of the applicants for grant
of temporary status, the Respondents must take
into consideration the total continuous seryice
rendered by the applicants from the date of their
casual engagement.' Those who become eligible for
grant of Temporary status in accordance with the
terms of the scheme would be granted that status
retrospectively with effect from the due date but
any consequential benefits flowing therefrom would
be availsble to the applicants only from the date
of their exercising option to come under the scheme
for casual labourers. There shall be no recovery
from any of the applicants from the amounts- of

Commission already paid to the applicants, we

‘direct accordingly.

10, All the applicants who opt for and are
brought under the scheme will have to be considered
for regular absorption in Group"D'ﬁQiiggj in
accordance with .their seniority and as per the
scheme/relevant instructions. In considering them
for absorption against regular posts, it ise expected
thatwthe respondents would bear in mind the physical
disability afflicting each of the applicants,

11, Another issue pressed before us is about
the present'placement of the applicants, Learned
counsel for the apnlicants pleaded that even after
the applicants exercising optionb they should

not be removed from their present assignments and
placed in such other assignments which are usually
given to Casual. Labourers., The respondents counsel
opposed this plea on the ground that once the
applicants acquired the status of Casual Labour,

it should be left open to the respondents to take
work from them wherever necessary keeping in view,
however, the disability of the applicants, There
can be no doubt that it is for the respondents to
decide as to how the service of the applicants should
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be utilised but there can be no denying

the fact, in the present case, that the the
applicants have been working as Telephone Atten-
dants for long perioc 's. It is thus apparent
there is a requirement for manning telephcne
.booths, and also there does not seem to be any
proposal to wind up_thése'telephone booths.

.In these circumstances, the respondents are
directed not to disturb the applicants from their
present assignments, so far as the exigencies of
the services permit,'till the applicants come up

for absorption against regular posts.,"

4, There is no dispute in regard to the fact that the
applicants herein are similarly situated as applicants in
02 N0.187/94 and batch. The learned Standing COunéel for
the respondentg submitted that he has no objection if

the same directions as directed in the above referfed OA

are followed in this OA also and not beyond the said

directions.,

3. vhen a3 scheme is formed it 1is applicable to sll
the similarly situated persons, In view of this we do not

see any reasons why this OA is filed when a direction is .

~already there in batch cases in regard to giving casual

1ab;ur status and other conseduential benefits to the
Physically Handicaﬁped_?ublic Telephone Attendants. As
(thisOA has been filed iﬁsPite of the above position
obtaining, §§:1§:§§225§é§§§§§§:§§:§H?Eﬁé?fﬁﬁéiﬁEafgﬁishcase

except dirétiing the respondents to follow the earlier dire-
ctions extracted above,

6. In{ thedllresult, iE}Tf“SHOA is disposed of at the

admission stage itself with a direction to the respondents
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to follow the éame directions as given in OZs No,187/94

and batch @i .as extracted in para=3 supr%gfiﬂg’gggggfjfuaw

o \

(R.Rangarajan) :  (¥.Neeladri Rao)
Member (Admn., ) : Vice Chairman k
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pated J| June, 1995,
Deputy Registrar(J)CC

To

1. The Chief General Manager,
Telecommunications, A.P.Circle,
" Door Sanchar Bhavan, Rbids, Hyderabad, .
oGO &y Coty
—_

2, The General Manager, Telecom Dist.
' Daba Gardens, Visakhapatnam.

3. 'I‘he senior Superintendent, Teletraffic Division,
Dept.of Telecommunications, Visakhapatnam. -

4. One copy to Mr.V.Venkateswar Rao, Advocate, CAT.Hyd.
5. One copy tO Mr.NeReDevraj, SteCGSC.CAT.Hyd.

6. One copy to Libfary, CAT _Hyd.

7. One spgre cCopy.
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aAdmittkd and Interim directions
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Allowed)

Disposed of with directions.
: . 4

e

Dismisyed.
Dismisged as withdrawn

Dismis ed for default . Co, B

Orderdd/Rejected.

No,order as_ to costs.






