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IN THE CENI'RAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

HYDERABAD BENCH

0.2 .709/96
Date: 30-=7=1
Betwaen: , !
Z. Bhaskara Rao . .+ Applicant
AND

1, The Sub pivisional Officer,
Telecommunications,
Tanuku.

2, The Telecom ﬁistrict Manager,
Eluru.

3. The Chief General Mansger,
Telecom,
A.P. Circle,
Doorsanchar Bhavan,
Nampally Station. Reoad,
Hyderabad. ~

4. The Director General,
Telecommunication,
New Delhi.

5. The Assistant Engineer,
.Cables, (Planning and Construction)

74-13-3, Prakashnagar,
Rajahmundry. ++ Respondentsg

Counsel for the applicant : Mr. K. Venkateswarg

Counsel for therReSpondehts:Mr. V. Rajeshwara N

Coeram:

Hon'ble Shri H. Rajendra Prasad, Msmber (A}
Hon'ble Shri B. S. Jai Parameshwar, Member(J)
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OA 709/96 Date: 30-7-19p8

(per Hon'ble Shri B.S. Jai-Paramesthr, M{(J)

Heard Mr. K. Venkateswara Rao for the applicant

-
-

-
-— e B2

and Mr. V. Rajéshwara Réo for the respondents.

.

2, The aﬁplicant herein was originally engaged as

Casual Mazdoor on ‘1.2.1983 by respondent No.l $nd
he worked as'such upto 31-3-86. He also worked as
Casual Mazdoor from 1-5-1987 to 31-8-1987 under|respon-
dent No.l. From 8-3-1991 to 30-4-1991 under SDDT,
Rajahmundry, from 10-6-91 to 31-12-1992 under ALE.
Cables_(Plénning and Construction), Rajahmindryf and SDOP

‘Rajahmundry.

3. While working as such the applicant trjied .

to go back to his psrent.unit to work under Rgspondent
No.l. At that time he was not given the work. |Then
applicant filed OA N0.328/93 and the said OA was:
disposed of on i5-4—1993 directing the respond¢nt No.l
to pass final orders on the representation of|the
applicant dt. 2~1-1993 within 15 days from the|date of
communication of the order. Then the respondent NO. 1
considered the representation an@ intimated the
applicant that he was having breaks for more than
. one year w.e.f. 1.4.1986 3R to 30-4-1987 and his’
case cannot be considéred for granting temporgry status.
But the applicant was, however, re-engéged as |Casual
Mazdooar w.e.f. 1-1-1994 as per the dureétions in the
judgment and since then he has heen working i$ that
capacity. The applicant submits that he was not provided
w}th any work from 1-1-1993 to-%§-31—12-1993 without any
valid reason. While he was working as such the fourth
respondent issued letter No. 269-4/93-STN-11 dt. 17-12-1993
communicated by third respondent by letter daked 30-12-1993
red¢arding grant of temporary status and regulprisation

to casual labourers and directed to extend temporary status
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to all those casual mazdoors who were endaged

between 31-3-1985 to 22-6-1988 and who were

3K

still continuing in service and who were not ahsent

for more than 365 days counting from the date 9f issue
of the said order.
4. The applicant submits that when respongent

No.l did not provide him any work from 1-1-19%3

he filed OA No.328/93. The said OA was disposed of

on 15-4—1993-directing respondent No.l to dispose

of his representation-ﬁfﬁwithin 15 days of recpipt

of the order. Applicant submits that he was rg-engaged

from 1-1-1994 and has been continuing as such

S5

direction to condone the break in service from

The applicant therefore prays thf for| a

i1l now.

1-1-1993 to 31-12-1993 which was caused for not

prov iding work to him by the respondent No.l gnd

RMBREERERFEENERTXEL consequently for a declanation
(-

that he is entitled to grant of temporary stat
in accordance with DOT letter No. 269~4/92=STN

17-12-1993 communicated by letter dt. 30-11

of the CGM Telecom AP Circle, Hydefabad with all

us

-1993

consequential benefits by holding.the action ¢f the

respondents 1in rejecting the grant of

temporary status to the appliant is illegal,

arbitrary and discriminatory.

6. The respondents have filed counter
stating that the applicant had approached

this fribunal aarlier on two occasions, that
an Seavie.

there was 3 breakhbetween 1-4-1986 to 30-4-1987,

that he was not entitled for grant of temporary

status as per letter dt, 17=12-1993,

7. The break that has occurred in the service

cecd/-




Vs

J6_—

A)

(3

of the applicant between 1-1-1993 to 31-12-1993 was

on account of respondent No.l not providing any

work to the applicant. On the two occasions wh
the applicant approached this Tribunaljthis
Tribunal directed the applicant to submit fepr
tation and directed tﬁe requndent No.l to con

and dispose of the representation.

8. Learned counsel for the respondents in
counter admit that between 1-1-1993 teo 31-12-1
applicant was not engaged as there was no work

it is submitted that the applicant has been in

an

gsen-

gider

thelir
993 the

., Further

continuous service only from 1-1-1994 and his ¥}

claim for grant of temporary status will be de

with in secordance with the departmental rules

force. when the respondents themselves concede

to consiger the claim of the applicant for gra
temporary status basing the length of service
1-1-1994 we direct the respondent No.l to cons

the claim of the applicant for grant of Qf.
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temporary status and a decision may be takéh within

four months from the date of communication of

order. If j¢ j5 found possible to grant him te
status within éhis period as per his turn and
departmental rules,the same should be d@né. If
found that‘his'turn is'yet te arrive and that
cannot be granted temporary status within foufr
it shall thén’be necessary for the re@pondentps
to inform immedilately on x?f expiry of four mo
what exactly is 2§§npositién in the list of

for the purpose of grant of temporary status

the

mporary

it is

he

months

nths

seniority

and

ese5/=




howmany eligible officials senior to him are s

till

to be conferred a similar status. Until then the

services of the applicant shall not be dis-endaged.
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The sub mivisional Officer,
relecommunications, Tanuku.

The Telecom bistrict Manager,
Eluyru.

The Chief General Manayer,

Telecom, A.P.Cizcle,
Doorsanchar ihavan, Nampally station Road,
Hyder abad.

The Director General, Telecommunication,
New mlhi. ‘

The Agsistant Engineer, Cawles,
(Planning and Construction)
74=13=3~, Praksahnagar, Rajahmundrye

One copy to Mr.K.vepkateswar Rac, advocate,
One copy to Mr.veRajeshwar Rao, Addl 4rlsC, CATe

One cOpy to HBSJ)WM.(J) CAT,Hyde
One copy to DR(A)} cAT.Hyd.

10, One spare COpPYe
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'COMPARED BY APPROVED BY

IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVETRIBUNAL
HYDERABAD BENCH AT HYDERABAD

THE HON'ELE MR,JUSTICE

VICE~CHAI RMAN

“THE HON'BLE MR.H.RAJENDRA PRASAD:M{A)
, : =l D

“ﬁgl\koi‘bka-ﬂYK-GS-SwJCquﬁMMAU%Glﬁ.ﬂA(()

DATED: Q0 -."] -1998, '

‘ M.A./R.A./C.A.Né.
' in
0.4.No. 70q QQ,
T.2.No. "~ {w.p. )

Admitked and Interim .directions
issucfli. . ' ’

" Alloged.

. Disposed of with directions
- “_-_______—-——_—_ ]

Dismissed.

Dismissed as withdrawn.

Dismissed for Default.

Ordered/Re jected.

No order as tO coOSts.
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