g.;. | _ IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
‘ ERNAKULAM _ ’ _ -
X o . 0.A. No. 469/89 199 '
e o . TR NS,

DATE OF DECISION._4=6-1990

MN Babu & 3 others - Applicant (s)

Mr MR Rajendran Nair & PV ASh@kammformeApmmam(Q

‘ Versus : _
Unlon of India rep. by. SBGFEtéﬁﬁxmdmn(s)
W/o Communications, OUeptt. of -
Posts, New Delhi and 2 others

F‘ix: \I'__Krishnakumar., ACGSC ’_uAdvocate for the Respondent (s)

CORAM:
* _The Hon'ble Mr. 'S P Mukerji, \licé Chairman

The Hon'ble Mr. N Dharmadan, Judicial Member

Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the Judgement?
To be referred to the Reporter or not? .
Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the. Judgement? ‘

To be cnculated to all Benches of the Tnbunal [ .

Ponp=

JUDGEMENT

S

Hon'ble Shri SP Mukerji, Vice' Chairman.

In this appiicatiod dated}7.8.1989, the four applicants
uhorhave been worklng as- cadual labourers in the Postal Department
from varlous dates from 1981/1983/1984 have prayed that the
respond ents be directed te give them work and wages and not to
tdfminate their services exéédt in accordance uifh Chapter>§ﬁ\of
tﬁé Industrial Disputes Adt.. They have also prayed that thSL
respondents‘éhculd regularise their services and péy them.uaées

| for the.ueekiy off and naﬁional‘hdlidays. In support of theid
clgims, fhe adplicahfs havg ciﬁed,a number of ordefs issu;d by
the Minidtfy OF_Home ﬂffaips, OG P&T and rulings of the Supreme
Court. The respondents have répeatedly indicated in the counter
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\- &g/ affidavit that the applicants are still in service, Ltheir services
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have not been terminated and that the question of
regularisation of their servibes is under aﬁtﬂ}e
consideration and that tﬁe question of payment of
~ wages for the weekly pr.and‘holidays which the
applicants claimed in August, 1989 has been referred
to the'highe#'authorities for clarification. In vieu
of thebstatements of the respondeﬁts that the services
of the apglicants are not going tb'pe terminated, the
learned counsel for the applicq1ts is not pressing
for the first’relief.. As regards regularisation of
the app}icanﬁs’_services? we sée congiderable-gorce in
the claim of the.appliﬁantsvespecially in the context

of the various rulings of the Supreme Cairt. The

N

counter affidavit of the respondents also indicates$ that

o

the guestion of granting the applicants?® wages for the
: o 4

weekly ﬁff aﬁd nationél holidays prioé to September, 1988

is also under consideration atvhigher.levels.

2 _'in the consbectué of facts and circumstances we

close this apélication uithvthe'direcﬁion;to the respondents
that-thg duastibn of regularisgtion oflﬁhe services of

the applicaﬁts and payment BF wages for the weekly off

and national holidéys shoﬁld‘ﬁé consideréd aﬁd aecided
uithiﬁ é.period of six months from the date of communication

of this order. \Ue make it clear that any scheme of
. , - e o

regularising the casual workers is finalised in accordance
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with the directions of the Supreme Court or under

any policy dEClSlDH Bmé the appllcants also should

be COnSldered under that scheme pvwopwbavﬁepbemmanruﬂy&
S
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(N Dharmadan) (SP Mukerji) :
Judicial Member ‘ Vice Chairman

4-6-1990



