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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 

ALLAHABAD BENCH, ALLAHABAD. 

Allahabad this tha day .L~ (:&- of 1995 .. 

ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO. 351 OF 1989. 

Ram Nath ~o Munns Prasad, 

R/o Village Khemkaranpur, 

Peat Derva, District-Pratapgarh, 

who waa working aa Casual Oable labourer 

• 
at Door Sanchar Planagement within the control 

of Door Sanchar Zila Prabandhak, Allahabad • 

• • • • • • Applicant • 
• 

By Advocate Sri G.D. Mukherjee. 

Veraua 

1 • Door Sanchar Plahaprabandhak, 

Dis tric t-Kanpu r. 

2. Door Sanchar Prabandhak, 

Lucknow. 

3. Ooo r Sanchar Nideshak, 

Lucknow. 

4. Door Sanchar Zila Prabandhal<, 

Allahabad. 

s. Door Sanchar Zila Abhiyanta, 

Allahabad. 

6. Up Mandel Abhiyanta Phones, Pechhim, 

Allahabad. 

7. P!Bndal Abhiyanta Phones, 

Allahabad. 

• ••••• Respondents. 

By Advocate Sri Ashok Mohiley • 
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CORAMI Hon'ble Mr. K. Muthukumar, ~MB£R (A) 

Hon1 ble IWir. J.S. Dhaliwal, I'£MBER (J) 

0 R 0 £ R (R£S£RVED) 

By Ha1'ble Mr .. K. P)Jtt-..,kumar, PEPS£R (A) 

... Ths applicant was a Casual Labourer in the 

office of the Sub Divisional 0 ffice Telephones (Ill) duringl 

the years 1981. 1982 and 1983. The applicant states that 

he had worked for a total number 376 days during these three 

years• t\e also claims that he had worked earlier also as 

a Casual. Labourer end was relieved from his duty in the 

year 1973. The grievance of the applicant is that in 

response to the Office Memorandum dt. 3.9.1988 annexed 

as Annexure-! to the application, issued for filling100 

vacancies of Casual Labourers in the department of Telephone 

District-Lucknow1 fhe respondents had not followed the 

principles of "first come and last go" and had allowed 

Casual labourers who were selected and appointed later 

than him against these vacancies. According to the above 

Office fiJemorandum, the applicant states that he is entitled 

to be appointed since he had already worked as a casual 

Labourer in the department prior to 30.3.1985 which is 

cut off date prescribed in the a.M. for consideration of 

filling up the 100 vacancies notified. Since, the respondents 

have not considered his case and have appointed or retained 

other Casual labourers who were origjl.nelly selected after 

the selection of the applicant, the applicant's content/.e 
respondents 

that the action of the ,..Fw.,.~ in not having considered 

thO candidature of the applicant is illegal and is not 

in accor~ence with the declared policy to fill up the 

100 vacanci&e of casual Labourers amongerthose who had 

origtnaQly worked in the department prior bo 30.3.1985. 
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Aggrieved by the action or the respondents, the applicant 

has n1=proached this Tritunal with a prayer to direct the 

respondents to send tho nama of the applicant in pursuance 

~ 

of the Office Memorandum dt. 3rd September 1988 tot recruitment 

as C aaual. Labourers for the work connected with the laying of 

Cablltl in the Lucl<now Telecom Oi~trict, in accordance with the 

D.M. dated 3.9.1966 • 

2. The respondents,in their averments, while admitting 

the feet that the applicant had worked as a C esual Labourer 
have s tatad that 

for a total period of 376 days ., they i.Y:Jf no informaUon about 

the applicant havin£t worked in 1973 as claimed by him. 

Tha respondents have further averred that the applications/ 

representations dt. 13.7.1988 and 31.1.1969 filed 

by the applicant as Annexures 3 and 4 to the applicartlon 

had not been received ~ the respondents. They have also -

averred that . in response to the D.Pl. dt. 3.9.1988111hich 
a ad 

w ao/ letter addreso/ from the Telecom District Lucknow to the 

various Offices noted in the said memorandum, inviting 

the nam~ of such of those casual Labourers who had 111orked Jn 

the Department prior to 30.3.1985 but 111ho was retrenched 

subsequently, for the work of laying Cables in the Telecom 

Dis tric t-Lucknow, the respondents have not sent any names. 

Therefore, the respondents have averred that there was no 

question of not having followed the principles of "first 

come and last go .• " 

3. \ale have heard the learned counsel for the parties 

and perused the record. 
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4. We find that the averments made by the respondents, 

have not been contested by the applicant in hia rejoinder 

affidavit excepting 

on the record filed by the applicant to indicate that the 

respondents had considered and appointed any other C esual. 

Labourer , whose name. had been recommended in response 

to the above stated O.M. dated 3.9.1988. The applicant has 

also not ehObJn, hObJ his interest h811 been prejudiciel~Y 

affected by the action of the respondents with reference 

to any specific appointment of such of those Casual Labourers, 

who, did not fell within the category of Casual Labourers 

given in the aforesaid O.M. 

s. In the light of the above discussions, we find 

no merit in this application and is, accordingly, dismissed. 

No order as to costs. 
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. MEI'IBER (J) 

ALLAHABAD: DATED: 

err/ 

• 

IWEME£R (A) 


