In the Central Administrative Tr ihunal
Principal Bench, New Delhi
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fFegn, Nos,:?

1, 0A=-1750/89

Shri Lakhan Singh & Ors,

Union of India through
Secretary, Ministry aof
Communications & Ors,
For the Applicants

For the Raspondents

2. DA=2072 /B9

Shri Suresh Chand & Ors,

Union of India through
Secretary, Ministry of
Communications & Ors,.

For the Applicants

For Respondents 1 & 2
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For Respondent No,3
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Shri Subhash Chandaer Sharma ...

& Another

Union of Indila through
Secrstary, Ministry of
Communications & Ors,

For the Applicants

For Respondents 1, 2, 4,
and 6

For Respondents 3 and 7

4, CA-2200/89
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Shri Satender Kumar & Ors,

Union of India through
Secretary, Ministry of
Communications & Ors,

For the Applicants

For the Respondents
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Dates: 22.5,1990,
Applicants
Respondents

Smt, Rani Chhabra, Advocate

Smt, Raj Kumari Chopra,
Advocate '

Applicents
Raspondents

Smt, Hani Chhabra,; Advocate
Shri P.P., Khurana, A&dvocats
Kumari Chopras
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Advocat

Applicants
Fegpondents

Smt, Rani Chhabra, Advocate

Shri P,P. Khurana, Advocate

Smt, Raj Kumaril Choora,
Advocate

Annlicants
Fespondents

Smt, Rani Chhabra, Advocate

3hri P.P?. Khurana, Advocate,
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5, OA=-2234/B9 with CCP.209/89

Shri Vijay Kumar & Ors, . ..,. Applicants
Varsus

Union of India through - ,.,. Respondents

Secretary, Ministry of

Communications

For the Apnlicants cses OSmb., Rani Ehhahra,‘ﬁdvocate

For the Respondents coos Shri P.P., Khurana, Advocate
6. OA-2369/89

Shri Chandra Parkash & Ors..... Applicants

Versus
R T T S S .

- Union of India through eso. Respondents

Secretary, Ministry ofTele= -

Communicztions

For the Applicants veve Smt, Rani Chhabra, Advocate

‘For the Respondents - oees Shri P,P, Khurana, Advocate

CORAM: Hon'ble Shri P,K. Kartha, Vice-Chairman (Judl,)
Hon'ble Shri D.,K. Chakravorty, Administrative Member.

-

T¢ Whether Repbrtefs of local papers may be allowed to
see the judgement?.ij;u

2. To be referred to the Reporter or not? ;%4 A

(Judgement of the Bench delivered by Hon'hle

shri P.K. Kartha, Vice-Chairman)

In this bhatch of applications filed hy the Casual
Labourers émployed in the Telecommunication Projects under
the Department bf-Telecommunicatibns, cammon gusestions of
law have been raised and it is proposed to dispose them
of by» common judgement, | |
2.‘ The applicants in some of these applications have
worked in the Satsllite Project Organisation which is an
All India organisation with Headguarters at New Dalhi,
while some others have worked in other projects such as

Cross Bar Exbhange.and Coaxical Cable Construction Project,

-all under the Department of Telecommunications. All the

: applicants‘have,uorked~ﬁor more than 240 days cont inuously, -
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All of them are workmen within the meaning of Industrial

Disputes Act, 1947 z2nd are entitled to the protection of
Section 25F of the Industrial Disputes Act,
3, The services of the applicants have been terminated

on the plea that the work has'either decreasad,or on

completion of the project, there is no need for casual’

~ labourers., It is in the above background that thess

applications have been filed in the Tribunal under Section

19 of the Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985, Some smployees

‘who are similarly situated, but working in various other

departmenﬁé of Telecommunications, have filed the writ
petition in the Supreme Court which is still pending .
(Urit'Petition No,329/89 - Narotam Joshi & Others Vs,
Union»of India & Others). THe Supreme Court has passed
an.interim‘opder dated 7th May, 1989 in CMP-9453/89 filed
in the aFo;esaid writ petition to the effect that the
sérvices of sqch of the petitioners who were uorking on
17th May, 1989, Bhal1 not be terminated pending the
hearing and final disbosal.bf the writ petition.
4, In another batch of writ petitions filed in the
Supreme Céurt (Ram Gopal & Dthers Vs. Union of India &
Dﬂhe:s),'the Supreme Court‘has\passad a final order on
1?th April, 1990, uhérein it was observed that the
bénefit'o?'the decision in Daily~f§ted Casual Labour Vs,
Union of Iﬁdia & 'Ors,, 1988 (1) s.,C.C. 122, must-be'taken.
ta.apply te the petitionets."In yieu of this, the Supreme‘
Cﬁurt‘diracted as Tolloust-
| e éccordingly direct that the respondents shall
prebara a scheme on a ratilonal basls for absorbing
as far ag possible énd practicable the casual

labourers, including the petitioners who have
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cont inuously worked for more than one year

in the Tslecom Departmeht'and this should be

done within six months from now, After the

scheme is formulated on a rational basis, the | 4
claim of the petitione:s in terms of the schems
should be worked cut; Thae writ petitions are .
disposed éF accordingly, " :
5, The.Suﬁrahe Court}has also passed the Fcllouing:
order in CWP-23751/88 in WP-302/86 on 26.9,1988 while
-giving extantiah of iiﬁe by six months to the respondsnts
to comply uith its order dated October, 1987 in the case
of dailyuratedfCBSual labourerst-
"In the meanfime, no emﬁloyee in reépect of whom
the Order'datgd'DctDbar, 1987 has been passed by
this Court, shall be discharged from service."
Ge .In ﬁhe light of. the aforesaid orderé passed by the
Supreme Court aﬁd:the'nonncampliance with the provisions
of Section 25F of the Industrial Disputes Act, we are of
the 6pinioh that the termination of services'of the
applicants for ah?<réason uhatsoever, is not legally -
sustainable, Ue, fhereforé, set aéide and quash‘the '
orders of termination in UA-1790/89, 0A-2072/89, A-2139/89;
DA—?ZDD/BQ, DA-2234/89 and DA-2369/89 and direct that the
-appllcants shall be reinstated in sarv1ce within a period‘
DF thres months From the date OF communication of . this -
o:der. -They may be angagea as Casual Labourerssas far as
possible, at the place uhere they had worked earlier,
Falllng which they shpuld be accnmnodated in vacancies
G e
BXlSLlng anyuhare,elSQ;J}m;:‘In@1a, where uba raspondents

have t@eir offices,
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7 After reinstating thaem, the respondents shall

consider regularising their services in accordance vith

é .
-the scheme prepared by them, Till theay are so regularisedy

they shall he paid the mirimum pay in the pay-scale of
regqularly employed uorkmen in the respective posts,
B In the facts and circumstances of the Case, ue

do not direct payment of any back wages to the applicants,

9 CCP-208/89 in 0A-2234/69: In this C.C.P.y the

petitioners have alleged that the raspondents did not

“comply with the interim order passed by the Tribunal on

7,11,1989 to the effect that if the services of the

applicants had not already bsen terminated, their servicss

- shall not be terminated, The respondents have stated in

- the reply filed by them that the order passed by the

Tribunal was served on them on 8,11.1989, The services
of the petitioners except Shri Vijay Kumar, had been
dispensed with by a notice dated 3,11,1989,uhich uas
before the date of the inférim order passed by the
Tribunal, In the circumstances mantionad by the
raspondénts, we cannot hold that they have deliberately
and wilfully disobeyed the interim order passed by the
Tribunal, In view of this, the CCP-209/89 is dismissed
and the.notice of contsmpt discharged,

10, There will be no order as to costs,

11. Let a copy of this order.be placed in all the

" six case files and in the file relating to CCP-209/89,
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(0, K. Chakrivorty) (P.K.'Kartha)
Administrative Member.’ ‘ Uice—ChalrmaQ(Judl.)
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