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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
\ - PRINCIPA' 'BENCH, NEW DELHI

0.A. NO.599/96

HON’BLE SHRI R.K. AHOOJA , MEMBER(A)

MNew De\hw, this the 14th day of May, 1999

Shri Baldev &F+3ted Smga
S/o Shri Ram Krishan

R/0 285, Vijay park Moj Pur
Shahdara, Delhi ... Applicant

(By Advocate: Ms. Richa Goel proxy
of Mrs. Rani Chhabra)

Versus

1. The Union of India
through its Secretary
Ministry of communications
sanchar Bhawan, Ashoka Road
New Delni 110 001

ro

The Sub Divisional Engineer

Telacom Project

Mandi, Himachal pradesh ....Respondentis
(By Advocate: shri Rajeev Bansal)

O RDER (ORAL)

The applicant submits that nhe was empioyed as 2
casual labour in the Department of Telecommunication Ci
2 1.95 and worked in the Optical Fibre Project and Hicrowars
Project upto December, 1995. Thereafter no further worlk was
given to him and his engagement was orally terminated.
submits that his termination was without notice and in
contravention of the provisions of section 25-F cof the
Industrial Disputes Act. He having worked upto 31.412.95 he |
was entitled to have temporary status with all consaquentia’
benefits. His grievance is also that while Hhis servicass
were terminated, the respondents continued to engage nearly

70 persons who had lesser service and were junior to him

2. The respondents in their .reply raised tha
preliminary objection that the address given by Llig

applicant in Delhi differs from the actual residen
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address given in the departmental address and therefore, thn
o.A. is not maintainable as ne does not comz within

territorial jurisdiction of the Principal Bench. ©On maritl
they say the applicant was engaged on project WOrK as <25l
labour and on its completion his services were no 1ungso
reguired. He, therefore, could not be offered any furtier
Wwork.

3. I have heard the learned counsel for botn tho
parties. I find that as far as the objection of territoria’
jurisdiction is concerned, the applicant being no Tenger of
the employ of the respondents, the address given &
departemental records is no longer relevant. Therefcere, Lo
objection of the 1earned counsel for the respcndante oF Uils
point is rejected.

4, As regards the allegation of the applicant thit
the respondents have retained h{s juniors while terminacing
nis services, I find that no specific informaticn has Dean
given as to the jUniors. In view of this position a2
reliance can be placed on " the averment made by the
applicant. However, the fact remains, and the scne i3
admitted by the respondents, that the applicant had wcrhed
with the respondents for a period of time. As such he has =
preferential claim for reengagement over those with 1es;af
service and outsiders.

5. 0.A. is disposed off with the direstion 27 the
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respondents to reengage the applicant in ary projact
is available under respondent No.2. On such reengagzmant,;

the applicant will also be considered for the grant 27
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temporary status on the basis of Thi&s service alrz:dy
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rendered by him with all consequential benefits as per
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