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IN THE CENTRAL -ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL:HYDERABAD BENCH

H
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v AT HYDERABAD

0.2.N0.807/89 Dt.of crder:i11-07-1995.
Between

M,R.Varaprasad . es 4Applicant
anc.

1, General Manager
Telecommunications
AP, Hyderakad.

2. Divisional Engineer, Teleccmns.,
Eluru 534050

3. Divisional Officer, Tadapalligudam

West Godavari District .+ Respondents
Counsel for the Applicant tMr J.Venugopal Rao
Counsel for the Respondents tMr N,R.Devraj, Sr,.CGSC
CORAM:

HON'BLE SHRI JUSTICE V, NEELADRI RAQO, VICE-CHAIRMAN

HON'BLE SHRI A.B. GORTHI, MEMBER {ADMN)
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oa 807/89 , Dt.of Judgement:11-07-1995

JUDGEMENT

As per Hon'ble Shri A,B.Gorthi, Member{Admn)

The applicant, who was initially engaged as
a casual mazdcor on 1.5.1985, is aggrieved by fhe
iﬁpﬁgned order dated 18-9-1989 béjwhich, he was
dis-engaged. His prayer is thét the impugned order
déted 18-§-1989 be set aside and that he be reinstated

as a casual mazdoor.

2. The applicant -was initially engaged on 1.5.1985
and he continued to work as a casﬁal mazdoor till 18.7.87,
On that déte, a show cause notice was -served upon him
stating that his services would be terminated with -

effect from 18.8.87 as he waslsponsored after 30.3.1985%
and pas such, he was nb& eligible to be retained as
casual mazdoor, After his services were thus RimsgrREIRMSRI
"dis=continued, he made & representation on 25.1.1988
which was duly considered by the respondeﬁﬁs and he

was taken back to work. However, a seccond show-cause
notice was issued on 18.9,.1989 and not-withstanding his
representgtion dated 22.9.19@9, his services as casual

mszdoor were dis-continued by the impugned‘order.

3. The respondents have filed a reply affidavit in
which, the afore stated facts w@re:.not disputed. They,
however stated that when the appiication came up for
admissicn, an interim direction was given to the res-
pondents to suspend the operation of the impugned

order Gated 18.9.1989 and to allow the applicant to
continue as a casual mazdoor in the office of SDO(T),

Tadapalligudam, Consequently, the applicant was re-
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The General Manager, TEIeCOmmunications,
A.P, H.Yder abad.

The Divisional Engineer, Telecommunications,

The Divisional Officer, Tadepalligudem,
West Godavari- Dist, .

One copy to Mr.J.Venugopal Rao, AdvocatE, CAT.Hyd,
One copy to Mr.N.R.D3vraj, s:.CGSC. CAT Hyd.

‘One copy to Library, CAT.Hyd.

bne-spare COpYe.
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cergaged as & casual mazdoor on 2.3.1990 and he is

-

stili continuing to work as such;

A}

4, 'Heard learned counsel for both the partiss.

5. - In the Case.og&Mohan&E'Vs Union of India & Ors,
LY

' reported in 1993(2) AT 1, &——> the Ernakulem
:Benchlof Eﬁis!;riﬁupéi.héld tha£ if wasféot proper
.to terminate the engagement of casuel labourers
merely on the ground that they were engaged after
30-3-1985, provided, they aee, engaged prior to 7.6.1988.
It was further held Ey’the Ernakulém Bench of the Tribunal
that'breaks in service not exceeding one year, could be .

considered for condonation by the competent authority.

6. In view of the above, this OA is disposed of

with the following directions to the respondents.

a) The applicant will be continued to be engaged
as a cgsual.mazdoor so long as there is workﬁ
ard Cle long as his juniors are retaingd.
b} The question of condoning the break ;; :érvice
| will be considered by thé competent authority.
c) The case of the applicant for grant of temporary
-status with subseQuent’regularisation'will be

considered by the respondents in accordance

with the extant scheme/instructions.

, 7. No costs.Jy
4 (2.B. GORTH (Vv, NEELADRI RAO)
-Member ( Adinn) Vice~Chairman

Dated:llth July,1995

Dictated in the open court ,\
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