&
!
¥
*

,!k

IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

ERNAKULAM BENCH

0.A No._ 315 _of 1993,

DATE OF DECISION__2=6=1993

U P Sankaran Applicant (s)

Ws R RaJe_ndran Nair Advocate for the Applicant (s)

L Versus
Chief General Manager
Telecommunications, Kerala Respondent (s)

€ircle, Trivandrum and others

Mc Tomy Sebéstian, ACGSC Advocate for the Respondent (s)

-~

CORAM : -

The Hon'ble Mr. N Dharmadan,_Judicial Member

and
The Hon'ble Mr. R Rangarajan, Administrative Member

. Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the Judgement ?Z,
To be referred to the Reporter or.not ? A

Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgement V)

To be circulated to all Benches of the Tribunal ? ko '

JUDGEMENT

Eall e

Shri N Dharmadan, J.M

Applicant is a casual mazdoor who commenced service
since 1969 Qnd qontiﬁued upto 24.8.85; He has produced
Annsxures I, II & IV certificafes to support his claim
for past.sgrvice. He has filed Angexure-lil representation
déﬁe& 18.7.86 for getting ?e-engagement. Thereafter, he.
hhas Filed further representations at Annexures V, VI and VII.
for the same relief. A |
2 - &At the time when the case came up for admission,

we directed the lsarned counsel for the respondents to get

instructions and verify whether the representations have
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been disposed of. He pfoduced an ardér dated 27.3.50
disposing of the representation filed by the applicant

i . 1 0““‘ . .
dated 10.1.90 in which ké» @ stated that as per the
Departmént of Telecommunication®s Circular dated ~
30.8.89, casual labourers who were absent cannot be
regularised when the absence is more than one year.
Since the absgttxof the applicant in the lnstant case

is more than one year, his case cannot be considered.

3 In the light of Rnnexure—lx letter dated 29.5.92,64
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learned counsel for the applicant submltt to condone

the break in sérvice for regularisation of the applicant’s.

service. Houever, it is not necesséry for us to go

into the‘merits at this stage when the qdestion

pertaining to absofption of casual laﬁourers'hav;ng

prior sgrviba.have been considered by this Tribunal

im‘ﬂA 1027/91 and connected cases. The Supreme Court

“and other Courts also dealt with thi$ iésue earlier.

Howevel, since tﬁe c;aim.of the applicant has naﬁ been

' cdnégdered by the réspondents in the iight of the

récemt decision referred to above, it is fair and

proper to dispose of thé'application.directing tﬁe

réspOndent-1 to consider the case of the applicant

and dispose it af}in'accbrdance with law., Wo do so

and that the directions/observations should be complied

within a period of threa'montbs from the'dafe of receipt.
of ‘a” copy mf thls Judgment.

, 4 : There ulll be no order as to costs./yzkv;é}wJNV _

(R Rangarajan) (N Dharmadan )" Q
Administrative Memher Judicial Member
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