Central Administrative Tribunal 6%5)

Principal Bench, New Dalhi,

L 2R A I W ]

0.As No, 2601/%7, 1114/92, 1846/92, 2%483/92,
3219/92, 3237/92, 64/93, 104/93,
338/93 & 709/93,

Neuw Delhi this the 25th Day of April, 1994,

Hon'ble Mr, Justice S,K, Ohaon, Vice-Chairman(d)
Hon'ble Mr, B,N, Dhoundiyal, Member(A)

\/ﬁA-2401/91

Shri Chet Ram,

S/e Shri Punna,

R/o R-R8lock, Rajender Nagar,

Micrcwave Project,

New Delhi, Applicant

(By advocate Ms, Bharti Sharma, oroxy counsel far
Mrs, Rani Chhabra)

ver su s

1. Union of India,
through its Secretary,
Ministry of Communications,
Deptt., of Telecommunication,
New Delhi, :

2. Sacretary,
Neott, of Telecommunication,
Sanchar Bhawan,
" New Dalhi,

3. The General Manager,
Telecommunication Projsct,
Deptt, of Telecom,

Neuw Dalhi,

4, Ascsistant Engineer,
Coaxical Equipment Installation,
Kidwal Bhawan,
New Delhi Respondent o

0A114/92

shri Mehan Lal,

R/O 1661, B:_bu park,

Kotla Mubar akpur,

Neu Delhi- 110003, Aipplicant

(8y advocate Ms, Bharti Sharma, proxy counsel far
Mrs, Rani Chhabra)

varsus

1« Union of India,
through ite Secretary,
Minietry of Communications,
Deptt, of Telscommunication,

Nau Delhi,



2.
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Sub Divisional Officer,
Telengraphs,
Bulandshahr,

" 0A-1846/92

1.

Sh, Jagannath Shukla,

S/o Sh, Ram Milan Shukla,
R’0 561 Moj Pur, Shahdra,
Delhi,

Sh, Guru Prasad,

5’0 Sh, Ram Khilauwan,
B-4B0, Krishan Nagar,
Delhi,

Sh, Kunenderoal Singh,
S/o Sh, Rahubir,
R/e 25, Moj Pur,
Shahdhra, Delhi,

Sh, Lumbari,

S/o Sh, Bisran,

R/o 1668,8abu Park,
Ko tlamub ar akpur,
Naw NDelhi,

Sh, Buddha Ram,
S/o Sh, Radri,
R/e Chuki Ne., 25,
Sunder Nagar,
New Dalhi,

S5h, Shasha Ram,

S/o Sh, fadri,

R/o 165, Pradesp Nagar,
Paharganji,

Neu Delhi,

Sh, Munni Lal,

S’0 Sh, Ram Badal,
R/e 5135, Main Bazar,
Paharganj,

Neau Oalhi,

s
©)

Raspondent s

Annlicants

(By advocate Ms, Bharti Sharma, proxy ccunsel fer
Mrs, Rani Chhabra)

ver sus

Union of India,

through its Sscratary,
Ministry of Communicationas,
Deptt. of Telecommunication,
Neu Delhi,

Chief ZGeneral Mamager(Projact),
Sanchar Bhawan,
New Delhi,

Divisional Enginser Taleacom,

Coaxical Cahle Censtruction,
285, Master Tara Singh Najar,

Jallandhar,



i

4, Divisional Engineer Telecom,
Ambala Cantt,

5. Asstt, Engineer Teleconm,
Coaxical Cable Constructien,
Ambala Cantt,
Punjab, Ressondents

0A- 2483/92

Sh, Daya Shankar,

S/e Sh, Laxmi Narain,

R/o 92, Lakshmi Nagar, ‘

Neu Delhi, Applicant

(8y advocate Ms, Bharti Sharma, arcxy counsal for
Mrs, Rani Chhabra)

varsys

1« Union of India,
through its Secrstary,
Ministry of Communication,
Dentt., of Telecommunication,
Sanchar Bhawan,
New Delhi,

N
L

Assistant Engineer,

Coaxical Cable Construction,

285, Master Tara Si-gh Nagar,

Jallandhar, Respondent s

0A-3219/92

Shri VYed Prakash Sharma,

S/o Shri Dileram,

R/o 1228, Pratap Nagar,

Paharganj,

New Dalhi, : Annl icant

(By advocate Ms, Bharti Sharma, proxy counsel fer
Mr s, Rani Chhabra)

varsuse

1. Unien of India,
through its Secretary,
Ministry of Communication,
Deptt, of Telecommunication,
Sanchar Bhawan,
Nsw Delhi,

2, Sub Divisional Officer,

Phones-11,
Meerut, Respendent s

0A-3232/92

Shri Prem Giri,

S/e Shri Daya Chand,

R/o A-Block, 251,Sarojini Nanar,

New Dalhi, Applicant

. (By advocate Ms, Bharti Sharma, proxy counsel for

Mre, Rani Chhabra)

versus

o iy
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1. Uniaon of India,
through its Secretary,
Ministry of Communication,
Deptt, of Telscommunication,
Sanchar Bhauwan,
Nauw Nelhi,

2 Sub Divisional Officer,
Tealeqranhs,
Meerut,

3. S.D,0, Telegranhs,
Baraut, '

4, diccounts Officer,
Talecom &ng,.Bivision,
Szhar anpur (UP), Respondent s,

QA- £4/93

Sh, Ajay Kumar Singh,

/o Sh., Yishuwanath Sinagh,

P/o 1/250 K,Puri,

Nau Jelhi, Apolicant

(By advocate Ms, Bharti Sharma, proxy counsel for
Mc =, Rani Chhabra)

versus

1 Union of India,
throunh its Secretary,
Ministry of Communication,
Jdeptt, of Telscommunication,
New Delhi,

2, Asstt.Etngineer Telaconm,
Coaxical Cable Construction,
285, Master Tara Sinqh Nagar,
éallundhar(Dunjah) Respondent a

0A-104/93

Shri Jais Ram,

S/o Shri Sumeshar,

R/o Raghubir Nagar,

B-III 12% Sang,

House No,478,

New Delhi, Anplicant

(8y advocate Ms, Bharti Sharma, proxy counsel fgr
M s, Rani Chhabra)

ver sus

1. Unign of India,
threugh its 3Sscratary,
Ministry of Communication,
Daptt., of Telscommunication,
Sanchar Bhawan,
New Dalhi,

2, Assistant Enginsar,
Coaxical Cable Construction,

Jalbundhar, Respaondents

Yy
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0A-338/93

1« Sh, Shri Chand,
S/o Sh, Bhajju Ram,
R/o 128 Moj Pur,
Shahdhar a,

2. Shri Raja Ram,
5/e Shri Panna Lal,
R/o 16,258 Barsati,
Lodi Colony,
New Delhi, Applicants

(By advocate Ms, Bharti Sharma, proxy counsel for
Mrs, Rani Chhabra)

VEer sus

1. Unien of India,
through its Secretary,
Ministry of Communication,
Departmant of Telecommnication,
Sanchar Bhawan, New Delhi,

2., S.b,P, Phonss, Meerut,

3, Assistant Engineer Phonsas,
Mearut,

4, Nivisional Enginesr Administratien,
of fice District Telephcne Manager,
Maesrut Cantt,, Baraut,

5. Sub Divisional Of ficer Phenes I,
X 3ar Exchanje, Delhi Road,Meerut, Raspondents

DA-709/93

1., Kanchan,
s/e Sh, Shiv Avtar,
R/e 1226, Pratan Nagar,
pahaf Sanj, New Delhi,

2. Sh, Keshan,
s/o Shri Sunder,
R/e 1226, Pratap Nagar,
Pahar Ganj,Ney Delhi,

3. Sh, Ram Lakhan,
s/o Sh, Mahadev,
R/o 1226, Pratap Nagar,
Pahar Ganj,Nsw Delhi, Applicants

(3y advocate Ms., Sharti Sharma, proxy counsel for
Mrs, Rani Chhabra)

ver sus

1, Union of India,
throuqh its Secretary,
Ministry of Communication,
Dantt, of Telecemmunication,

gsanchar Bhawan,
New Delh,




;- f

2, Assistant Engineer,
Telecom Project,
R.3, 10 Safdar jung Enclave,
New Delhi, Respondent s

ORDER(O%AL)
deliverad by Hon'ble Mr, Justica S,K, Ohaon,VYice-Chairman

In this bunch of the 0O,As.,, the facts are similar
and the controversy raised is the samea, They have hasn
heard together and, thersfore, they are being disposed of

by a common judgement,

The applicants in thase cases allege that from
1986 to 1988 they rendered sarvice to the respondents
@8 casual workers, Their services were terminmated in
order to ngive effect to thz circular fated 22,4,1987,
They have prayed in sach of these 0,As. that the orders
terminating their sdrvices may he nuashed, They have
further prayed that the resnondents may be directed te

r8-engane them in service,

., L
fy Thesa applications appsar to ss highly bealated,

Therefore, they are bsiing dismiassed ae barred by 1imitatian,

Like any othor citizen of this country, sach cf
v the applicanty is entitled to be considarae? far & fresh
aopointment en merits and in accordance with lau if ha
or che is otherwise eligible, uWe have no doubt that the
respondents shall consider their cases if and uhen they
feel the nacessity of engaging fresh casual laboursrs ther ey
conforming to the mandate of ATticles 14,16 and 21 gf the

Constitution,

Uith these obceervations, these applications are

dismissed,

No costs,
hou vy bz
(B.N. DHOUNDIYAL) ( Se K& IHADN)
MEM3ER(A) VICE CHAIRMAN
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