; IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL HYIERABAD BENCH
| ' AT HYDERABAD
0.A.NO. 449/95,
Date of Order: 7-4-95.
Betweens
l. S.Pandari.
2. Venkatesam.
3. Ramesh.
4, Chandraiah.
5. S.Ramesh.
‘ .o Applicants,.

and

1. The Chief General Manager,
Telecommunications, Andhra circle,
Doorsanchar Bhavan, Nampally, Hyderabad.

2. The Telecom District Engineer,
TelecOmmunications, Sangareddy, Medak Dist.

3. The Sub Divisional Officer,
Telecommunications,
Sangareddy, Medak Dist.

Rearmnndents.

For the Applicants: Mr.K.Venkateswarlu, Advocate
For the Respondents: Mr., V.Bheemanna, Addl.CGSC.
CORAM3:

THE HON'BLE MR.JUSTICE V,NEELADRI RAO 3 VICE~CHAI RMAN
THE HON'BLE MR.R,RANGARAJAN : MEMBER(ADMN)
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0.A.No.449/95. | pate: %) ! CFB (

JUDGMENT

I as per Hon'ble Sri R.Rangarajan, Member (Administrative) ¥

Heard Sri K.Venkateswarlu, learned counsel for the

applicants and Sri V,Bhimanna, learned Standing Counsel for

2. The applicants numbering 5 herein plesd-that they
were initially engaged as Casual Mazdoors under the control
of the respondents during the periods from 6.12.1985 to

- =~ 4 amAn .. 30 4 10RO 1.4.1986 to 30,4.1987:
10.8,1988 to 30.6,1989; and 2,1.1988 to 30,6.1989 respectively

as per the details given in Annexures-I to V filed along

with this OA in respect of each applicant. It is stated for
the applicants that tTnwir scavevww oo

effect from 30.6.1989, 30.4.1989, 30.4.1987, 30.6.,1989 and

30.6.19389 respectivély and thereafter they were not re-ongaged.

Mazdoor under the control of R=2 in terms of the instructions
issued by the Director General, Telecommunications and also

= o e frmA_D/TTT Ab. 21.10,1991 and_NO.TA/RE/hlgS./,
corr, dt. 22.2.1993 issued by the Chief General Manager, -

Telecommunications, poorsanchar Bhavan, Hyderabad by holding
that the. action of the respondents in not reengaging them
as illegal, arbitrary, discriminatory and violative of

4

- +r af uma ranatitation of Indgia.
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4, aAs per the details given by the applicants, they

- = —mr anmaned from 30.6,1989 in respect of applicants
No.l, 4 & 5, mm 30,4,1989 in respeCt Or aupiscoiw cvv oo

30.4.1987 in respect of applicant No.3. Hence, the question
of condoning the bfeak does not arise; As such, they are not
eligible to claim seniority on the basis of their earlier
service in different spells.

5. In view ¢f What 15 sivovew -, - .
has to be presumed that they had gained some experience in

the work in the Telecom Department, So, it is in the

interest of the department, if they are engaged in preference
to a fresher whenever work is available. So, the only

relief that can be granted is to direct the 2nd respondent

- tes ~anlisants as Casual Mazdoors in preference
to freshers whenever there is work, If the applicants a:=

going to be engaged in pursuance of this order, none shall

be retrenched who are already in service,

6. The OA is ordered accordingly at the admissjion
-——— - - ﬁ
[

(R.Rangarajan) ' (V.meeladr;kEEET‘

:\ fI Member {(Admn, ) E Vice Chairman

Dated ? April, 1995, %&4ﬂ7; ‘
. - Tt
‘ Deputy Registrar(J)cc

-

Grh,

To
-
~ Andhr3 CiTc
5 gﬁe ;21 1rcIé:“Eﬁ@fgéﬁéﬁarﬁ%ﬁévaﬁrhnampatiyﬂ
2. €com District Enginmer cati
Sangareday, ook Dist? » Telecommunicationg,
3. ?hg Sub Divisional Officer,
. gangareddy, Medak @i st,
- UNe copy to Mr.K.Venkateswarlu ;
Advocate, CAT.
2. One copy to M{.V.Bhimanna, Addi.CGSC.PAT.Hyd e
« . One copy to Librayy, CAT, Hyd. ” )
7. One spare COpY .

Telecommunications,
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IN THE CENTRAI»ADMINISTRnTIVE TRIBUNJJ
HYDERABAD BENCH AT HYDERABAD

THE HON'BI& MR.JUSTICE V NEELXDRI RAO
VICEw~ CH\IRMAN R

AND

THE  HON 'BIE MR. R.'E@’ARIJAN: M{ 7D M)

D'ATED‘ - "l ’-L\'iggs. :

ORDER/JUDGMENT &

M. A, /R.A. /c. A, No.

' 0.A.No, L\U\C\\

e T,AMNO. {W.P. o )

Admittjad and Interim difections
issued : '

Allowe(;l;
‘Dispojsed of with directions,

Dismissed.

Dismfissed as withdrawn
Disnissed for default.

Ordéred/Rejected,

No,order  as to cOsts.
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