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1. The Union of India, Rep. by

tha Chisf Genarsl Manager,
Tslecom,AB.Circls, Hydersbad.

2. Ths Ganefal Manager,
Telewcom, Visakhapatnam,

‘3. The Telecom District Manager,
Visakhapatnam,

4. Tha Divisional Engineer,
AP, Telacom, Anakapalli=-531 001..

5. The Suh-Divisionsl Officer,

..gﬂpplicant.

Telecom, Anskapalli-S31 CO01. «. Respondents.

Counsel Por the Applicant : Mr. VSN SusErY

Counssl for the Respondsnts : Mr. N.U.Ram%nﬁ,ﬁddl.cﬁsc.
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O.A.NO.1546/9F,

JUDGEMENT D¢:15,12,95

(AS PER HON'BLE SHRI A,B,GORTHI, MEMEER (ADMINISTRATIVE)

Heard Shri VSN Sastry, learmed counsel fer
the applicsnt ard Shri N,V.Remana, learned standing

counsel for the respondents,

2, The grievance of the applicant is agsinst
the motice of terminstiom dated 14,11.95 issued by the

Svb Divisional Officer, Telecom, Apakapally.

3. It is gtated 2ip the QA that the applicant had
worked @s Cgsual Mazdeor with effect fromw 1.3.84 to

September 1995 amd that during the said pericd, he had

served as Casual Labourer for a total number of
1538 days, ©His contemtion is that juriors to him
#re retained and also that there is work agsinst which

he could comtinue to be engaged ss Casual Mszdoor.

4. The learmed counsel for the apﬁlicant has

drawn our attention to the erder dated §.10.95 in CA
1167/95 by this Bench of the Trbbunel ir & similsr case.
Theréin the respondents were directed to{veriﬁaiﬁ‘whether
in fact the applicant was??bnior,most amq whether he

was to be retrerched for’want of work. A further
direction Wés giver te consider reeﬁgageﬁent of the
agplicant thereim #s and when work becomes svailable

in preference to FuRimxs his jurioers{/freshers,

5. 4s the applicant before us is similarly situa-
ted, there is mo reasor why similar order should not be
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(pﬁpsed. ( scordihgly, this OA is disposed of at the

admission staege itself with toe following directions

to the respondents:-

&i) The respondénts should verify whether

vl
the applicant is in factkjunior—m@st to be retrenched

for want of work. If jumiors to him are retained, he

too shall be retained so lowrg there is work;

, {ii) In case retrenchment of the applicawntiys being

*unloréﬁs congidered ta:be inestap#ble, the respondents
shall consider his case for RE&#REXRRE reengagement

#s soom &s there is work and im prefererce to jumiors

and freshers,

6. The Ok is crdered acccrdingly. Ne cbsts.ﬁ7 -
'j (A, B.GORTE—:@) (V,NEELADRI RAO)
MEMBER (ADI4M, ) VICE CHAIRMAN

DATED: 15th December, 19¢5,
Open court dictatiom. ﬂﬂ
. g ]
Deputy Registrar(J~

B
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To
vsn

1., The Chief General Manager,
Union of India, Telecom A.P.Circle,
Hyderabad.

2. The General Manager, Telecom, Visakhapatnam.
3. The Telecom District Manager,

Visakhapatnam.
4, The Divisional Engineer, A.P,Telecom,
Anakapalli-1.
5. The Sub Divisional Officer, Telecom,
Anakapalli-~1.
6. One copy to Mr,V.S.N.Sastry, Advocate, CAT.Hyd.

7. One copy to Mr. N.V.Ramana, Addl,.CGSC.CAT,.Hyd.
8. One copy to Library, CAT.Hyd.

9. One spare copy.
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Admitted and Interlm directions
issued.

Allowed,

DiSposed ~f with directions

| | Dlsmj.ssed ar e Odmw%\m g(rougt’_ .

iglsmssed as withdrawn.

,:ais'missed for default.

Ordered/R€ jected.
.ﬁo order as to costs.
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