
IN TH CEN.LRAL iDMINI3IATIVE TRIBUNAL, 
CUTTACK 3&NCHZCU2TLCK. 

iGINL;pLI:A2IN t. 737 )F 1993 
Cuttck, Lhis thc '7L 	ay of iiy, 1997 

Shri abjndr. Kurnar Dchur;, 
son of Nilarnani ehury, 
7illagcGunadei . .3-Cuno0ci, 
P.S .-Motanga, DisLrict_Dhcnkan: 

Shri tebraj Sahu,At/PJ-Gunidej4::,ut- 

Shri KUZTr 	 - 

Shri Jata Krishna 3ehera,At/j-Dha1u 
flistric t-Dhenkanal 

Shri Pranabancihu I1habhci,Vi11age-Dha1ur,  

G. 	shri YirLan 
Dis t .Dhcnkanal. 

7. 	Shri Kailash Chandra M3hakl,-  - 
P .J-3ada1o,District-Dhenk 

d. 	Shri Sibararn Setpathy,S/o i. -- 
Vi1l-3anasingh, i .3-3anasinEh 	/ndia,:.ist.Dhenkana1 

Shri KUlarnani Hota,son of - F - 
PJ-Sanasingh,Dist.DhenkanaJ 

Shri Narattoma Rout,uLkin 
in the office of the 

-Versus- 



 

I 

Gcne .I anager,TelccommunicatiM,3hubanc 

flivisina1 Lngineer,Telegrahs, flhenkanai 

S.D..).,Tclegraphs, thenkana. 

S.L.., i1clegrahs,  Titilag. 

- 	 B.B.AchRrya& 
'$engupta. 

the applicants have suitted that th 

-d been working under the respondents in Dhenkanal Tclegr± 

o-Divisiufl,as casual mazdoors on different dates in the years 

69, 1970, 1971, 1972, 1973 and 1985. They have claimed that 

is Zribunal in the case of itambar Nanda V. Union of India 

No.18 of 1989, while disposing of MA No.65 of 1991 

- 

	

	 thc said 	, in its order dated 25.6.1991, 

has directed the DepartenL to provide ernploent to the a;plicant, 

Pitnbar NanCla, pending his regular absorption, if the 	is nothing 

adverse against him. On the sajne logic and ground the applicants 

ve prayed fr 	circti:fl t the respondents to regularise their 

:irvices .Tnd pay them the regular scale of pay which is being given 

theiL counterpart employees working on regular basis under the 

- 	- 	n the se dutjc, Some 3f the 	plcats 



have produced engagement cc. ta 	ró crtjn 

in supj,ort of their cngecnt in Dhcnkanal elcgraph Sub-Dj'-

rne others have mer€1y produced Copics f app 

- ondcnts earlier indicating therein 

2. 	The res pondents in their counter have alleged that the 

.n is barred by lirnitatjn. They have further su'ittc rg 

icant nos.7 and 10 were retrenched in order dtd 35 

being the juniormost daily rated mazdoors and thereafter th 

have not been engaged, hcy have submitted that after the Ijcu: 

I ,ZaLed 30.3.1985 isscd o the Department of Posts and Telegraphs 

.Icting engagement of daily rated mazdoors, some of these 

Icants have occr d enaared and some stopped coming for w: 

T'oluntarji as hc:c 'as no scope for their engagement. it we 

.cntly ordered by the Government of India that for work of 

nature, contractors should be engaged so that work could 

e done by contractors' workers. The respondents have pointed 

/ 

	

	(\out that some of the applicants have worked many years ago, 

their last engagement being srnetime In 172 and 1975, and 

after such long gap they cannot be regularised. They have also 

cse applicants has comted 240 days 

-nd therefore, they cannot be relarised. 

The learned 4ditLna1 Standing Counsel appearing on behalf of 

respondents has also relied on the decision dated 19,1.1993 

this Tribunal in 3.A.No.311 of 1992 (Udayanathrjs 	v, 

nion of India and tncs) where the prayer fo: coiarisati:,n of 

pcisn who was similarly placed was rejected going by the decision 

fl 	 - 	
-Lc 



-t 

t 

othesv. Piara Sin';rh and •thcr, AIR 1992 SC 2130, 

	

3, 	I have considered the sunissins of the learned 

counsels of both sides as also materials available on record. 

In this case, the applicants have st3peo working uncer the 

respondents many years ago. As earlier mentioned, in most cases 

the gap is more than ten years. In some cases, it is as long 

as 19 years. After such a long passage of time, it is not possibic 

to order their regularisatin. MJrcovE,nonc of thcm has completed 

240 days of engagement unccr the resionocnts in a particular year 

and therefore, has not qualified for regularisation. It has els: 

not bean proved in the application that therT are vacant posts 

and the Department is going to fill U the same by fresh 

In consideration of the aoove, I hold that the prayer of th. 

applicants for regularisation of their services is ith;ut an 

merit and is rejected. As the eçplioants are currently not in 

the employment of the respondents, the question of paying them 

on pro rata basis does not arise. 

	

4. 	ifl the result, the application fails and is dismissed, 

but under the circumstances, without any orcer aS to costs. 
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