
IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL HYDERABAD BENCH 
AT HYDERABAD. 

O.A.NQ. 835 of 1992. 

Betwdefl 	
Dtsd: 21.3.1995. 

s;Iramia 	
••. 	 Applicant 

And 

1. The Divisional Engineer, Co_Axial MaintanancU, Rajah—

mundry. 

2, The Telecom District Manager, RajahmtifldrY. 

3. The Chin? General Manager, Telecom, A.P.Hydrrabad. 

4, The ChairmEn, Telecom Commission (representing Union 
of India), Sancharaehavafl, New Delhi. 

Rrs pond ents 

Counsel for the Applicant : 	Sri. C.SuryanaraYalla 

bounsel for thopespondents : 	Sri. 
N.V.Ragh*V2 Raddy, Addl.$G 

QORAII: 

Hon'blt Mr. A.V.Haridasan, Judicial Member 

Han'ble Nr. A.B.Gorthi, Administrative Member 

Centd: ... 2/ 

y 



-2- 

0.4. 635/92. 

	

	 Dt. of Decision 	21-3-95. 

ORDER 

As per Hon'ble Shri A.B. Corthi, Member (Admn.) 

The applicant who is a metriculate and who had his 

I 	 name registered in the District Employment Exchange, Kakinada 

was initially engaged as a Casual Mazdoor in Co—axial Cable 

Project at Nandapet on 01-06-1986. Eversince he continued to 

work as a Casual Mazdoor continuously under the respondents 

except for the period from October 1989 to August 19909  when 

he was retrenched for want of works Even now the applicant 

is continuing as a ca'sual mazdoor and his grievance is that 
I 	 -L"- 

he was not confirmed temporary status ner was eanc-i-dorcdregularly 

absorbed in Group—D post, although juniors to him have been 

granted temporary status. The relief prayed for is that his 

name be shown in the seniority list of casual mazdoors of East 

Codavari Telecom District eP an appropriate piace 4ep4n in 

view the number of days  of service rendered by the applicant, ø&.a'L 

that he-aLso- be considered for grant of temporary status and 

egularisation in acdordance with extant instructions. 

2. 	The zespondents in their reply affidavit have not 

refuted 	the fact$Hhat the applicant was working as a casual 

mazdoor eversince 01-06-1986 continuously with certain breaks. 

The main contention f the respondents is that as he was engaged 

after 30-03-19859his engagement was contrary to the ban orders 

I 	 imposed thereafter,aitd as such,he was not being considered for 

grant of temporary status/regularisation. 
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Copy: to:— 

.1. !The Divisional Eng1ner, cofrxiai  MainLnanc, Rajahmundry.i 

2. 	The Tolecom Ditrift D1anaor, F ajahmuhdry. 

3 	he Chifl? Ccnsr1 	agt, T1com,.AiPHydr2bad. an  

4. ths Chairman, inie.Lm Cothmision(Kpr.aenting Unicn of 
ndia), Sanchax Bhtyan, New D1hi; 

One copy to Sri. C.5ur'anarayana, advocate  CAT, Hyd. 

One oDpy to Sri. 4V.Roghava R3ddy,Adl. CbSC, CAT, Hyd. 
. 	 •Ji • 	. 	. 	I.. 

7 0  qii copy to Library, CAT, Hyd. 
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3. 	Shri C.Suryanarayana, learned counsel for the 

applicant has placed reliance on the judgement of the 

Supreme Court in Oai]Iy Rated Casual Labour in P&T Vs. 

Union of India & Oth-ers AIR 1987 SC 2342 and Ramgopal & 

Others Vs. Union of India & Others in w.p.(c) No.1280/89 

which -are to the Offbct  that the administrative decision 

to retrench  all 0asuól mazdoor employees after 01-04-1985 

no longer holds good and that no distinction can be drawn 

between casual labour engaged prior to and after 01-04-1985 

in the thatter of consideration of their cases for grant of 

temporary status andH'or regularisation. 

4. 	The applicant speciPiclly'alleged that some casual 

labours junior to him Were granted temporary status. In reply 

to the said averment, the respondents stated that as the said 

casual labourers approached the Tribunal in 0A.Nos.675/90, 

815/909  816/909  817/0 and 818/90, they were granted temporary 

status in compliance with the directions contained in the 

judgements in the said Ohs. 

5. 	There is n justification for the respondents to deny 

the applicant temporary status merely on the plea that he did not 

approach the Tribunal. Therefore we  allow this 04 with the 

following directions to the respondents:— 

i) The nama of the applicant shall be shown in the 

seniority list of casual labour taking into consideration 

the number of days of service rendered by him. 

He shall be considered for grant of temporary 

status from a date when his junior was  given such status. 

The case of the applicant shall be considered for 

regularisation in accordance with t4e seniority and as per 

extant scheme/instructions. 

6. 	The 04 is brdered accordingly. No order as to costs. 

.Gort) 	 (A .V Haridasanq 
Plember(Admn.) 	

Nember(Judl.A1,n 

Dated : The 21st march 1995. 	 // 
(Dictated in Open Court) 	 ,.. 	/7) 
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