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Ve Yo JO‘[ and Mapo] P‘R' Applicant (s)
Mr. M R Rajendran Nair : Advocate for the Applicant (s)
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Unidn'of 'India ‘rep. by Secrétﬁégﬁondént (sl)'h ”

. Deptte-~of Communications, New Delhi & others

Mr. George Joseph, ACGSC _ _ Advocate for the Respondent (s)
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The Hon'bie Mr. S. P. MUKERJI, VICE CHAIRMAN
o )

The Hon'ble Mr. Ne DHARMADAN, JUDICIAL MEMBER

Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed 'to see the Judgement ? Y,
To be referred to the Reporter or not? pS

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

To be circulated to all Benches of the Tribunal ?

kS

| - JUDGEMENT
SHRI S. P. MUKERJI, VICE CHAIRMAN

. - £ R
Hg%&@ leswsiod sowieel Sow bowh Maxsdes. The material

facts Of the caseﬂlie'within a narrcow complgyaand can be
‘recountedrés lelows. The apglicants_have}beenKWOrking as
casual workers in the Civil Wing of the Telecom. Begartﬁent.
The first applicant had completed 654 days and the second
applicant 455 days of casual employment commencing from
1.2.1986)when'th§y were'denied.emplOyment'after April, 1988.
Their brayeriis that -they should not be denied employment
and.thé termination of their employment without folléwihg

the procedure laid down under. the Industrial Disputes Act

is illegal. They:giso prayed that the respondents be directed
: _—— - _

to regularise them against Group 'I' postse



-2-
2 We have heard the arguments of the learned counsel

for voth parties and gone through the documents carefullye

The learned counsel for the applicants produced the order
issued by the Department of TelecommunicCations dated

2012.1990 in which the first applicant has‘since been
regularised against a Group 'B' post of Beldar in the
office of the Assistant Engineer, Telecém. Ci&il Sub
Division NoO.1, BErnakulam in the pay scale of Rse 750-940.
During the course of the argumehts, the learned counsel

for the applicant stated that because of the régularisation
of the first.applicagt, he would not press fof the reliefs
so far as the first applicant is concerned. As regards

the second‘appiicant, the learned counsel prayed that

like the first applicant, he should also be considered‘for

‘regularisation and till he is regularised, he should be

given casual employment if work is available and if his
juniors are keing given such employmente.

3.> TheAlearnéd COQnsel for the reSpondeﬁts has filed
a statement in which. it has been stated that the first
applicant has. been appointed We€ofe 21.12.1990 and the
second appliéant'sﬂcase " shall be settled when vacancy
arises and also subjéct to approval from the Supdte
Eﬁgineer, Telecom, Civil Circle, Trivandrum."”

4o In view Of the arguments of the learned coﬁnsel

for both parties and the statement made by the learned

counsel for the respondents, we Close this application
with the direction that the second applicant also should
be considered for regular appointment as and when his

turn comes on the basis of his previous casual service

and that so long as he is not regularised, he should ke

given casual employment,subject to the availability of
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work and his seniority amongst the casual workers under

the Supdt. Engineer, Civil Circle (Telecom), Trivandrume

" There will be no order as to costse

k&)‘ 2l | %‘7"
{N. Dharmadan) {S. P. Mukerji)

Judicial Member . Vice Chairman
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