IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
HYDERABAD BENCH

0.A.1249/95
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P.

Venkataramana

-Versus-

Sub Divisional Officer,

Telecom, -

"Tirupathi - 517 501.

The Telecom District Manager,

Tirupathi - 517 502.

The Director Gencral,Telecom

(representing U,0.I,
New Delhi - 110 0QO01.

Counsel for applicant

Counsel for respondents

Coram:

Hon'ble Shri H. Rajendra Prasad, Member(a)

Dates: 13-10-1997
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.+ Respondents

: Mr. C. Suryanaravana
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JUDGMENT

(per Hon'ble Shri H. Rajendra Prasad,

ayana for the applicant

gor the respondents.

| Mr. C. Suryanar

and Mr. Ke Ramulu: CGSC:

2.
been engage

and 30-4-1992 under Respondent No.l.
A-l1 the applicant produc
the workdéys register. Most of the enﬁries in {
.are séen to be certified by the Sub Divisional
Officer(s) concerned. These go to suggest that
the applicant 4id indeed work for a long time
during successive years. On the same basis, he
claims a right for conferment of temporary

status,

The applicant has not been engaged sipce

1992, The reasons, as advanced by the applicant

and the respondents, to explain this continuin

absence are different. While the applicant states

that he was sick, the respondents maintain that
he was simply absent without intimation or

permission and was just absconding from duti é.

3. The point in this OA is that at one stage

sometime in 1991 the question of conferment of

temporary status on the eligible casual mazdbors

% | | e

es copies of entries frop

Member(Ai%i;

The applicant in this case claims to hav

d as casual labourer between 1-8-1984

At Annexure
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was duly considered by respondent No.l. It is,

however, stated by the respondents that the_applicank
failed to submit his application through his

immediate superior officer who was required to

scrutinise the same and to countersign tue
service data as submitted by the applicant.
In addition, the applicant was expected to submit
his Mazdoor card/book. Tﬁe applicant states thaf
the required documents were submitted in the office
‘ _ of 5p0 but were not accepted or forwarded. The
reasons for non-acceptance stated by the applicant
are vague and unverifiable. In the resu}t, the

applicant has remained disengaged.

4. | This wﬁuld appear to be a case where
the denial of temporary status, etc., to the aéplica#t
was not on account of his basic ineligibility as such,
» bﬁt due to the fact that his application didnot
reach the concerned authority in time, or was

probably received directly in the 0/0 Respondent

No.2. According to the counter.affidavit filed by
the respondents, this was the-reaSOn which preven%ed

consideration of his case. It ié felt in the

interests of justice that, in the light of the

facts revealed, the question of conferment of

temporary status under the scheme ought to be

considered in this case in terms of eligibility




-t

.in time, or directly, when the candidate is

" of temporary status etc., should not go by default

without an undue stress on whether or not the

application with necessary data was received

pbasically eligible for it. It is fair therefore
to direct the applicant to submit a representation,
supported by necessary data in his possession,to
respondent No.l within 15 days from the date of
receipt of a copy of thié order. Respondent No.l
shall thereafter have the entries in ther

daysbook checked with reference to records in

his office and forward the same to TDM within

15 days of the receipt of such a representation, .
On iﬁs receipt by respondent No.2, the case shall
be‘examined on pufe m%}t of the representation, and
as per eligibility Qith strict regard t?gules of
the scheme and instructions issued therdunder.
This May be done within.one month from the

date of receipt of the case (from respondent No.l)
in the office of respondent No.2. This course of

action is to be taken in order that the claim of tHe

.applicant, if he is otherwise eligible for confermgnt

and be denied merely on the grounds of delay in

o

submissionﬁthe application as the same would

constitute avoidable ihequity if it is otherwise a

deserving case. Thus the OA is disposed of

"—' A‘O .. 4 ,
-~ (H. Rﬁfw (D\/L/j/

Date: 13-10-1997 : ) —;
chtatedin Oopen court M&\j QQMM




Oe.he 1249/95.

To

1. The Sub Divisional Officer,
T@lecom, Tirupathi-501.

2., The Telecom Dist.Manager.
Tir upathi-502 .

3, The Director Gendral, Telecom,
Union of India, New Delhi-1,

4, One copy to Mr C.Suryanarayana, Advocate, CAT.Hyd.
5. One copy to Mr.K.Pamulu, Addl ,0GSC. CAT.Hyd.

6. One copy to HHRP.M.(A) CAT.Hyd.

7. One copy to DeR.{A)} CAT.Hyd.

8, One spareccpYe

pvia
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Admitted and Interim directions issued,

CAllowed
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Dismifssed for default
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