I8 THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL: HYDERABA

AT HYDERABAD

} BENCH:

. D.A.No.1083 OF 1996, DATE OF ORBER;:23=11-1998,
Be tusen:
f.Subbamma. .. Applicant
and

1. The Telecom District Manager,
Anantapur,

2. Ths Chiaf Gensral Manager,
Telscom, A.P.Circle,Hyderabad.

3., The Jupior Telecom Officer
(Electrical),Anantapur.

.o RlspondantT

COUNSEL FUOR THE APPLICANT 2+ HMr.K.Venkateswara Rao

COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENTS :: Mr.V.Vinod Kumaf

CORAN:

THE HON'BLE SRI R.RANGARAJAN,MEMBER(ADMNY)
AND

THE HON'BLE SRI B.S5.JAl PARAMESHUAR,MEMBEH(JUDL}

-

: DRDER:

ORAL ORDER(AS PER HON'SBLE SRI R.RANGARAJAN,MEMBER(A) )

Nonz for the Applicant and Mr.V,Vinod Kumar,

legrnad Btanding Counsal for the Raspondents,
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2. The applicant in this 0A was engaged by thﬁ
respondents Urganisation fbr attsnding to swesping

work otc., in R.C.Nagar Telacom Staff Uuarters fr

August,1992. The applicant*@iiqéﬁé}that she is

am

discharing'har'duties for 8 hours a day to the s
faction of har employer but she is being peid a

solidat#d amount of Rs.900/- on contr pt basis th

Fass Gl it sl

tis=-
on=

ugh

ahs s paid £6F 1/30th of the minimumaf the Group-'D’
—

of Picial including D.A, thereon for work of 8 hjura a

day. It appears that she had rapressnted hsr c

38 and

that representation was pending at the time of gdmission

of the OA., No raply was givan to har raprssant%tinn.

3. This 0A is filed praying for a declaration

that the applicant is entitled to bs paid at th

rate

of 1/30th of B.750 Plus D.A, as admissible thergon

(minimum of the group-'D' scale) on par with repu

lar

employess by holding the action of the respondepts in

paying s consolidatsd amount of Rs.300/« per month on

contract basis whils working for about B hours a

is {llegal, arbitrary and discriminatory.

4, At the time of admission an Ordar was pa%sad

day

datad:11-9-1996. The liberty uwes given to the J.D.M,,

Anantapur to dispose of her representation dattd:

5-12-1985 on msrits within a period Ona month

rom the

date of additional reprssentation filed by the|applicant

Wwhich she is permitted to file within a period of One

month from 11-9-1996, It was furthsr added in that

Order that TDM shall take into consideration the

reprasentation dated:5-12-1995 ss well as the |additional

@( .toc.c&éa l-‘
i
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5. A reply has been filed in this 0A. Even t

-

(5

representation when filed within the stipulatsd geriod

as above. Liberty was alsoc given to the g plicant to

smsk amsndment to challange the decision af tha T0OM

L]
in the avent of she being agarisved uézg the sam

il
is also ordersd that in the event of tha rsprass
being rejected and the OA is required to pracead
respondents shall fils their reply within eight

from the datas of the dmcision of the T0M is comm

ty the applicant.

the laarned Counsael for the Respondents is not a
whether the representation of the g plicant was
af or not., The applicant also has not filed any
to the reply. Hence, it is to be held that no r

given to her'raprmg-ntation and the UA has to bg

. g u-"’ﬂa/ .
of on merits aﬁﬁthngaconds asa*éahis,placmdkafc
e A reply has bean filed in this gA, In th&

8. It
ntation
, the
seak s

inicatad

oday

ware
disposed
Rejoindsr
gply was
disposed

e US.

renly

it is stated that ths applicant was angaged to work only

for two hours per dasy as tha sngagement of party
-~ u‘b L

labour in DOT ié}bannadm The applicant was engg
contract basis with a consolidated amount of fs.p

par month for the work to be done by her.

”
v
-

- ' .
(2 The applicant has not mada out any details

time
ged on

UU/Q

ta

shou that she worked for 8 hours a day. Mare statament

that shas worked for 8 hours a day is not suffidi
coms to the conclusion that she worked B hours.
she has besn pald a consclidat#d amaunt of #5.900

month, she should haves objected to at that timl

ent to
whan
/- per

itself

when she was engaged in Rugust,1992. But it appsars that

N
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she kept quite and filed this DA only on 28-8-19
that is, four years after her engagement. Hence
this juncture it is not appropriste to examine w
the applicant's cuntnntign is to Ea_accéptsd. N

Re joinder has also been Piled to the reply. Con

the above, the OR appsars to hava no marits,

8. The raspondents also have not stated the f

(&

D6 ,

, at
hether
o

lsidering

acts

- Pm -
vividly and they have alsc not taksn any actiunjijlfhn

Office Order dated:11-9-1896. That will rnot giv
right to the applicant to give har ths scale of

demanded by her,

& gny

pay as

9. In the Pacts and circumstances of the casd, us

are left with no other alternative axcept to digmiss

the 0OA, Housver, the raspondents should reply F
rwprésmntation datsd:5-12-1985 alenguith the add
rapresentation, if sny, received within a pericd

month from the date of raceipt of a copy of this

er
itional
of Une

Judgment

if her repressentations are not disposed of alregdy.

No coats,

TS5 JAI PARAMESHWAR)

MEMBER (JUDL)
‘23.1\2}5’

(R.RANG ARAJAN )

v . — -

L2 .
DSN —

FMEMBER (ADMN) |

prs——%




Cepy to:

1.
2

3.

YLKR

'ﬂnaﬂthapur._

se54a

Tha. Telascom District Manager, Ananthapur.

The Chief Goeneral Manager, Telecem,
Rap{Circls, Hyderabad.

The Junior Telecem Officer, (Electrical),

One capy te Mr.K.Venkateswara Rao,Adveocatas,CART,Hyders

Dne cupy ts Mr.V,Yinod Kumar,ﬁddl.ﬁﬁscsbﬂT,Hydarabad.

One cepy te 8,7(A),CAT,Hyderabad.

One duplicate cepy.
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