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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL ,HYDERABAD BENCH
AT HYBERABAD.

0.A.No.594/97,
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Date of decision: 25th January,1999.

Betwaen: ‘ ' '

M.Veeraswamy. ee Applicant,
And

1. The Union of India represented by
its Secretary, Ministry of Communi-
catipnsTmNQ? Delhi 110001,

2., Chief Post Master General,
A.P.Circle, Hyderabad 500001.

d. The ﬁost Master General,
A.P.Southern Region,
Kurnool -518005.

4, The Superintendant of RMS 'AG' Division,
Guntakal., _ .s Respondents.

Coungel for the Applicant: Sri K.K.Chakravarthy,

Counsel for the Respondents: Sri B.Narasimha Sarma.

Epxnxel Rar kka

FORUM,
Hon'ble Sri R.Rangarajan, Member (A)

Hon'ble Sri B.5.Jai Parameshuwar ,Member (J)
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(by Hon'bDle Sri B.S5.Jai Parameshwar ,Mamber (J)

None for the Applicant. Sri B.Nerasimha Sarma,

the learnsd standing counsel for the Respondents.

2. The appiicant submits that he has beeﬁ working
as Mazdoor under the 4th respondent, the Superintendent,
ReMeSe, A.GuDBivision, Guntakal since 1990 onuards.

When the resspondents attempted to fill up the pus£ of
EDOMM, the applicant along-with five others had approached

this Tribunal in 0.A.1269/95 seeking for regularisation

of thair servicaes as EDMM. That 0.A., was decided on

22.8.1996 directing the respondents to verify uhether
the applicants therein had worked continuously for a
period of 240 days in any year E€rom 1-4-1985 onuards

upto 16-3-1992 and if they had so worked they should be

appointed as EDMMs.

3. As per the directions given by this Tribunal
the respondents verified the records of the applicant

on 30.9.1996 and 1.10.1996. The respondents state that

they have verified the records upto 1991-1992 i.s.,

uptD 16.3 .1992,

4. The applicant submitted s representations

dated 5.,11.1996 and 17.1.1997 requesting the respondents

to take into considerstion the officiating mazdoor duty

performed by him, The respondents informed the applicant

that Mazdoor charge bills priocr to 1998. have besn weeded out

and were not aveilable.
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~impugned raply dated 5.3.1897 fejactad his reqguest.

5., The épplicant appears to have raised an ob jection
stating that ths respondents had to verify the records
beyond 1991;92. The applicant then filsed M.A.1141/96
sesking a direction to the respondents to verify the records
even beyond 1991-92, This Tribunal by its order
dated 19.j2.1996 in the éaid M.R.,.diracted that the
regpondents were required to Qeri?y the records only
from 1.4.1985 till 16.3.1992 and that if the applicant
had any grievance about the urong calculation of the
period between 1985 and 1992 as contemplated by the
original order, he had to file a proper répresentation

to the appropriate Authority.

6, The applicant submitted a representation
dated 1.3.,1997 praying for verificetion of the rscords
upto 1993-94, On 5.3.1997 the respondents issued a reply
to his representstion stating that on verification of the
. io
records from 1.4.1985 till 16.1.199§:tha applicant was
not found to have uworked continuously for 240 days and

that he was not eligible for regularisation.

7. The applicant has filed this 0.A., challenging
the impugned letter No. B/EDMNM/DKV/96-97 déted 5.3.1997
issued by tha 4th respondent as illegal, arbitrary and
for a consequential direction to the Respondent No.4 to
verify the records from 16,3,1992 till 1996-97 and to
appoint the applicant as EDMM in the vacancies notified

on 16010019950
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8. The respondents have filed their counter

stating that in accordance with the dirsctions given by
this Tribunal in 0.A,1269/95, records of the applicant
were verified upto 16.10.1995 and the applicant ués
found not to have umrked for 240 days in any of the
yBars during the period from 1.&.1935 to 16.3.1992 and

he was not eligible for regularisation, They further

submit that the applicant was given furthsr opportunity to
- Wi

ueri?yrracnrds on 26.2.1997, Even during the second

verification it was found that the applicant had not
worked for 240 days in any ysar bstuween
Hence the impugned reply was issued to the applicant.
They submit that out of % 6 applicants Pour were fPound
to have had worked for 240 days during the said priod and

they were apppinted as EDMMs.

9. The applicant had not produced any matariatl

supporting his case.

10.The respondents state that the mriod for
preservation of records is only three ysars and the

racord! prior to 31.3.1992 uere wseded out in the

year ,18995,

1. In the impugned letter dated 5.3.1997 thay

have ststed to have verified the records of the applicant
for the years 1990-91 to 1995-96 i.s., upto 16.10.1995

and found that the applicant had not workaed for 240 days

in any particular year betueen the said period.

g3

Since

1-4-1985 and 1993-94
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the resgpondents submit that after verification of the
racofds of the applicent even after 16-3-1992 he had

not workad for 240 days in any year. Hence the services
of the applicant cannot bse treated as equivalent a to

Mazdoor.

12. The applicant has not filed any rejoinder
to the 0.A., disputing the facts detailsd in the reply
by the respondants. In view of that, the applicant

decided on 28.8.1996
has not fulfilled the conditions laid down in 0.A.1269/95/
for absorption or for appointment &a& EDMM., Hence,

the Applicant is not eligible for ragularisation/absorption/

appointment as EDMM.

13, Tha 0.A., ig dismissed. No costs.
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Member (J) Member (A)
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Date: 25-1-1999, ‘]

Dictated in open Court. Akﬂ&‘
“[ra’f,

S5S.

iF



Copy to:

5. HHRS A}

HnSap M0
4.0.R LAY s
soaRT v

\\g

. e .
- O L T .- ff‘

*st—ang IInd Court.

Typed Dy w>f%\ Checked by

A [
Compared Dy < pproved By

TIVE TRIDUMAL
\ T coNTRAL ATMINISTRATIVE TR
M T MY ER A ”‘\P OUNDH HYUFR"‘\]I}D

TL] [ -_Wll\.b '|l D] ?'l.i\"‘\\ vﬂ
T gzzx:f&ﬁ%ﬁ‘ﬁ#ﬁTRWﬂT*_

T"%sk"w.* TR WR4 DR’J 1

THO HON3LI RLRANGARAJAR N

MmIMBER (A) «ﬂ///y
fhZ Huid'BLE MR.B.5.JAL PARAMCSHU.R:

Mims SR (3)

|
DATED: AR S
ORIER/ JUDSTIENT i A

LWL g ey
I

LA R %“ﬂﬂﬂ)

ImTZRTY DIRITTICNS

J
{

WJITH DIRZCTIONS

JM-S.—)—-D—

|
DISMISS D AS W ITHDRAUN

g

FPE FWGAF FgRmn”
| Lontral {\dministratiue Tribunal
¢ sim DESPATGCGH

8 FEB 199

-l . s |
BETHIY =amtﬂa§¢§< .

HYDERABAD BENGH |

e






