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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL : HYDERABAD BENCH
AT HYDERABAD

0A No,761/89, Ot,.of Order:10-B6-23,

Ahmed Tasleem Ullan Khan

vesefpplicant
Us,

1e The Director General Telecommunlcatxons,
_Department of Telecommunications,
Government of India, New Delhi-1,

2, The Chief General Nanager,
Telecommunications, A.P.Trivani
Complex, Hyderabad-1,

3. The Telecommunications, Dist, Englnesr,
Dept. of Telecommunications,
Kar imnagar=-505 001,

4, The S.0.0.Telecommunications,
Dept, of Telecommunications,
Jagtisl, Karimnagar Bist.~505 327,

+eesRESpondents

Counsel for the Applicant : Shri P.Naveen Raog
Counsel for the Respondents : Shri N.R.Devraj, Sr.CGSC

(order of the Bivn, Bench passed byHon'ble
Shri A.B.Gorthi, Member (R) ).

The applicant who was fPirst engaged as Lasual
Nazdoo; in the Department of Telecommunications, Jagtial.
Sub Division on 1-6-83 claims that although he had worked
continuously, with some breaks an account of his illdess
till 31-10-88 the Respondesnts refused to re-sngage him after
1-11-88, When the 0.A. caﬁe up fpr'admission an interim

order was passed on 29-9-89 directing the Respondents to
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re-engage the applicant,if any one junior to him hgd béan‘
retained or taken as Casual Labéur. 'UB are now informed

by the applicant's cohnsal that in'compliance with the intsrim
order the applicant has been re-engaged as he is continuing

as Casual lLabour todate.

2. The Respandenté counssl states that tﬁe applicgnt
was initially engasged as Casual'Na;dﬁur in Jagtial Sub-
Division on 1-8-83. They however contend that the appli-
éant absented himself chm April, 1985, to September, 1585,
and again from June, 1986 to July, 1986, He was algo absent

-for more than six months with effect from 16~-8=86 till hs

oA
{4+ was re-engaged on 4‘3'37._‘the counter,ef the Respondents e

4 akeo not able to explain satisfactorily as to why the
applicant was not considered for rggularisatinp. The appli-
cant was dis-engaged from 1-11-88 as there was no work and

as he could not be considered for regularisation.

3. Even if the various spells for which appliceant
had warked pfiaf tol1987 were to bs ignored, the Facf
remains that the Respondsnts engaged the applicant as a
fresh case with effsct Prﬁm 4~3-87 and the applicant con-
tinued to serve under the Respondents as a Casual Labour

till 31-10-88, OUnce again,iqﬁompliance with the interim

order of the Tribunal the applicant was engaged in 1989
and is continuing to work as Cagsual Labour as on today,

In visw of the period of service rendered by the appli-
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cant the case of the applicant deserves toc be considered

for reqgularisation vis-a-vis those who had put in similar

length 7

txpr/of service as a Casual Labour. In considsring the

case of the applicant for regularisationjthe respondents
are _ A

will examine if there/any (further breaks in service after

4-3-87 and if so consider whether they can be condoned

in accordance with the extant instructions. If there are no

brea@s in seruice)the case of the applicant will ba con-

sidered for regularisation along with those who had kax

put in esqual number of days of service as Easual Labour.

The application is alloued in the above terms, No order

as to costs.

"—i—w -(\)‘._,._-—-—-\ [
. (T.CHANDRASEKHAR REDDY (A.B.GORTHI)
\ , Member (J) Member (A)
/
‘y./
/'/_ + Dated: 10th August, 1993,
Dictat ir .
ictated in Gpepkﬁourt Deputy Registra? (J
avl/
To

1. The Director General Telecommunications,
- Dept .0of Telecommunications, Govt.of India,New DPelhi-1.

2. The Chief General Manager, Telecommunications, A.P.,
RxR.Triveni Complex, Hyderabad-~1.
3. The Telecommunications, Dist.Engineer,
Ibpt.of_TelecommunicatiOns, Kar imnagar-1.

4 . The Se. D-O .Tel ecummunicationS'
Dept .0of Telecommunications,
Jagtial, Karimnagar-327.

5. One copy to Mr.P.Naveen Rao, Advocate, CAT,.Hyd.
6. One copy to Mr,N.R.Devraj, Sr.CGSC.CAT.Hyd.

7. One copy to Library, CAT.Hyd.

8. One spare copy
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TYPED BY ' ~ COMPARED BY g

CHECKED BY APPROVED BY,

IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
HYDERABAD BENCH AT HYDERABAD

THE HON'3LE M3.JUSNICE V.NEELADRT LAOQ
JICE CHATRMAN

AND

_ THE HOW'BLE MR.A.B.GOKTHY : NMEMBER(A)

) _ AND 1‘ /
THE HON'BLE MR.T.CHANDFASEKHAR REDDY
. MEMBER( JUDL)

ARD
THE HON'BLE MR.P,.T.RTRUVENGADAM:sM(A)

pated: 10-€  _1e03

CREMRJUDGMENT 5

M.B/R.A/C.AND,

>

oaro. 1618

T.h.No, . (w.P, : )

—

Admifted and Interim directions
‘issue o

L

Allowed

e
Dispoged of with directions
Dismipsed
Dismijssed aé'witbdrawn
Diém'ssed for_default.

- Rejepted/Ordered

No crder as to «<asts.






