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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
ERNAKULAM

0.A. No..134/91 : v ,
XX X6 ' -

DATE OF DECISION _25=1=91

KV Madhu

Applicant (s)

Me : MR Raj end:an Na;r Advocate for the Applicant (s)"

- Versus
Union of. India rep. by Secretqaxpmwem(ﬂ
Ministry of Communications,
New Delhi and others.

Mr_Mathews J Nedumpara » ACGSC *___Advocate for the Respondent (s)

 CORAM:

The Hon'ble Mr. §p ‘Mukerji, Vice Chairman
The Hon‘ble Mr. N Dharmadan, Judicial Member

Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the Judgement ?V"_V

To be referred to the Reporter or not? Ao -
Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgement? M

To be circulated to all Benches of the Tribunal? kg

JUDGEMENT by

Shri SP Mukeriji, Vice Chairman

PONS

fhe applicant claims that he uas_initially engaged as
casual mazdoor in'the Southern TelecomvPbojeCt by the 5th
respondent Weloef 17.8.85vapd his present grievance is that he
has not sean given work as c asual mazdoor éespite Qork is availablé

~

_under'the‘respondents.

2. The applicant had\earlier approached this fribunal

feuw S
alongulth[pthers by Flllng OA 329/88. It was heard and dismissed.
N . . 6 . .

But in the judgment we observed that in so far as the feqularisation
aﬁd'absorption of the applicant is concafned, it would dependg

upon the date 6F‘initial engagement, the number of days of.sérvice
etc. and that the applicanﬁ is'enﬁitled for regularisation

_ : o
according to his turn. The respondents N%t?-already seized of
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_ the matter and there is no need for issuing any directions.

3 The applicant also brought to our notice the

judgment rendered by this Tribunal in OA 521/89 and
contended that this Tribunal considered the rights of
similar casual mazdoors under the raespondents and déclafed
that‘they are entitled to continue as casual mazdoors and
get work and'uageslas and when work ié avéilable under
the respondents and directed the respondents to}consider
their cases.Fof regularisation in accordance with their
turn.

4 The applicant now states thatvhe has previous
service under the respondents from 17.8.85 to 15.3,88 and
thereafter work was denied.to the applicant. He also

submitted that his juniors are being engaged without

_consxderlng the grant of work to the applicant.

5  We have heard t he learned counsel for the
resDbndents also. After considering the hatter, we are
satiéfiéd that justice would be met in this case if this
application is disposed of with ﬂirections.. Accordingly,

we dispose of this case with the directions that the
respondehfs should considér the question of regulafisation of
QF the applicant's serv;ca after taking into consideration
his previous service and his seniority. Till such
regularisationp,‘the applicant may also be given work és

and when work is ayajlaple alonguwith his juniors.

6 The applicationlis disposed of accordingly.

There will be/\J order as to costs. g;@
a/,,///f”ajz | '/QS:Lﬂ"
(N Dharmadan) ao .(§P Mdkérji)
Vice Chairman

Judicial Member
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