
IN THE CENTRAL AOniNlSTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPAL BENCH t NEU BOHl

O.A«No«2722 of 1992, 0*A.No.2763 of 1992,
O.A«No«3196 of 1992 ond^A.No*172 of 1993*

Oatod Now Delhi, the 11th day of April, 1994

Hon'ble rtr Justice S. K* Dhaon,Uice Chairaan(J)
Hon*ble Mr B. K. Singh.neaber(a)

0*A.No.2722 of 1992

Shri fluneah Kuoar
S/o Shri Chote Singh

^MLHI ^:
"iRdvocatai Rra Rani ChNabra

VERSUS

Lieant

1• Union of Indig
through its Secretary
niniatry of Coanunication
Departaant of Talecoaounication
Sanchar Bhauan
NEU DELHI

2* Sub Divisional Officsr
Islagraphs
DEHRADUN

By Advocates Nona prsssnt

0»A»No.2763 of 1992

1* Stoi Raassh Singh Panusr
S/e Shri Chandra Singh
R/o 1228, Pratap Nagar
PaharganJ
NEU DELHI

2* Shri Aaar Singh
s/o Shri Shiv flohan
R/o 251 najpur
Shahdara
NEU DELHI

3» Shri Balwant Singh
s/o Shri Dulara
R/o 251, Rbjpur, Shahdara
NEU DELHI

4. Shri naiku Lai
s/o Bhullu
R/o 251, nojpur, Shahdara
NEU DELHI

By Advocates nra Rani Chhabra

VERSUS

1* Union af India
through Secretary
"Iwlntry of Coaaunication
Depirtaent of Telacoaaunication
Sanchar Bhauan
NEU DELHI

••• Raspondents

• •• Applicant a

Contd* ••2
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2* Sub Divisional Officsr Tslagraphs
Gopashuar* Chasoli,
Garhual(U«P«)

3* Divisional Ehginaar Telagraphs
Srinagar...
Garhwal(U*P»)

4« Assistant Enginasr
Coaxical Cab la Project
Tslsphonsa
Roorki

5« Divisional Engibasi telscoa
Coaxical Cab la Projsct
Now Delhi r ••• Respondents

'iTff d , j

r 'o r? -> -*# u

By Advocate,f Bone, prosent

fl*A>No>31BBxof 1992

Shri Virendra Singh
S/o Lallu Singh
r/o Blo-dc No* 18 ,
Housa Nb*:386 8 arearathi

•p s

» . . .. Lodhi ColonyiT • nEy D£tHI ••• Applicant

;~£ VS 8y Advocates Nca<.;Raoi Chhabra
VERSUS

... . a ,.;-1» Union of India?,ci'S ;, c3i.qq». » "through its Sscretary
. . : Ministry of Conounicationmoll fl)8ptfct«Bnt of T8l0co®®unicatiofi

. Sanchar 8hauanb.'1» L";i9'. -rJ Dslhjj^
^ i 2^v;Assistant Engineer Telecoa

Coaxical Cable Construction
, w -X 'B;* 285^ flaster tare Singh Nagar

Salandhar

^ Advocates None present

Respondents

O.A. No*l72 of 1993

Shri Lsxoan Singh Rsna-
S/o Shri nahendrs Singh Rans
R/o Raghbir Nagar ^ ,
flWiii M®"®* Mo*47B
Neu^Delhi

• - - 4-

Bv Advocate* firs Rani Chhabra
• VERSUS

*ii Applicant

1« Union of India
through its Seerstary
Rinistry of Cooaiunication
Dspartnent of Tslecooounication
Sanchar 8hsuan
New Delhi

2* Divisional Enginasr Telephones
Dehrsdun

3* Sub Division Officsr
Phones
Dehradun

By Advocate* None present

Respondents
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O^DCR fPpai

(Hon'bU Br. Ju.tie. S.K. Ohson, l/c<j)

•j ^ The pray,, epplicatioe. -/"leller.
Thee, h.». been heard to,bther *nd,..: are being disposed
or by a coBBion judgment. , .

2. Ih each of thaaa c.ses tha principal prayar 1, that
otdsra of the reapondente, either, written or oral, terol.
n.tlng the "ervlcea of the epplleants. . , Miop iUe,^

:bii.ahed..^>wrther preyer- mjj^le lhiS'^ MapoMint, „ dUadted to take the ^'
eppllcente beck to work. 1

3. In 0.«. 2722/92, the applicant alleges that he worked
with the respondents froe Noweober -1986 to July 1987. The
eppllcant in 0* 3196/92 del,, that he rendered seralces
w.th the respondents betMsn July 1987 and October 1988.
The allegation In OA 276V92 IVt^et the applicant No.1
rendered serwlce with the re^bndents regularly fro. Nov.
1978 to Septeaber 1981i 0ctbtar ;1982 to June 1983 and
boue,ber 1983,to Jpne 1984.,,The applicants 2and 3 wars
recruited In January 1981 ;jipd Jwe 1981 respactlaely.
The applicant No.4 In thls;bVwop^ed^wlth the respondsnta
fro. August 1978 till January 1981. In OA 172/93 the
ailegetion is that the applicant was V.ployed as casual
worker with the respondents froai June; 198S till July 1987.

haue considered .eft these :0,^1 lest Ions carefully
end we find that an of the. ere liable to be

"^rejected on/gr#oun« Of limitation: No satisfactory
explanation has been offered by the sppiicents m either
of these appifcations for the Inordinate delay In
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spproachinB this Tribunal*

5, Houevert like any citizen of this country» the

applicants have a right to be considered for fresh

employnent, if and when the respondents take steps to

recruit fresh casual labourers, if otherwise the
f .V'"

*

applicants are eligible*

6* Uith these obsezvatiiM* these eppiicatiij^s^g^^jK
diseissed, but uit|it^^ny:jpriier as to

The interie orders psssed on 22*10*92 i^rW^2722/92»
9*12*92 in OA No* 3196/92 and 22*1*93 in 0*A* No* 172/93,

autoeaticaliy stand vacated*
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Vice Chairaan (3)
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