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IN TEE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, BYDERABAD BE9E 

AT HYDERABAD 

O.A. No. 593 OF 1992 

Between: 

S. Khaja Miya 
and 4 Qthers 	 .. 	Applicants! 

And 
The Union of India repe by the 
Director General, elecomwuni cations , 
New Delhi—hO 001 

COUNTER AFFIDAVIT FILED ON BEHALF OF ALL TEE RESPONDENTS 

I, E. GopalaKrishfla. 8/0 K.R.J. Rao agd about 
11  

52 years, Occupation: Government Service, do hereby, affirm 

and state as follows: 

I am working in the Respondents 0gaDis8tiofl and 

as such I am fully acquainted with all facts of tL case. 

I am filing this ôthmter Affidavit on behalf of all the 

Rüpondents as I have been authorised to do so. The 

material averments in the O.A. are denied, save those 

-- 	 I 

that are expressly admitted herein. The applicant is 

put to strict proof of all such avermenta except 'those 

that are specifically admitted hereunder: 

It is submitted that Sri Shaft Khaja Miya & 

4 others, the applicants herein were engaged as Casual 

Mazdoors after 31-3-85 purely on casual basis. They 

were provided with work as and when available. 4They 

were disengaged from work as they had not fulfilled 
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the conditions to work as casual masdoors as stipulate 

in Supreme Court Judgement regarding absorption! 

regularisation of casual rnazdoors. Accordingly, they 

were disengaged from work. 

At the time of their engagement, they were 

told that they would be disengage4, if there is no wor1 

available for them. 

The .appliCaflts 55j0 'were disengaged asr 

there was no work. The applicant ) contention that 

they were disengaged from work retaining th4r junios 

is not correct. The applicants are put to strict prof 

of the same. Even If the applicants show any stray case 

where a Junior to them is continued or engaged, it culd 

be an inadvertent mistake and steps would be imznedia?elY 

taken to disengage such person. If such mistake is 

brought to•• light, it would be a case to .00rrect the. 

mistake but not giving the benefit of euggement of 1the 

applicants.. It is therefore reiterated that the 

applicants were among other thi*gs were disengaged 

for want of work and no junior to them is engaged as 

the junior cannot have better right than the applicants. 

S. 	As stated in earlier paras, the applicitts 

were provided with work as and when arailable. Sinde the 

applicants does not fulfil the conditions as stip4ated 

2nd Page: 

	

.Dept 	(un) 
nl 

cons: 	 Ass lSDt Firicee ( 	 Asst. (Zeneral Manager (Adm 

	

at. 	 'Ttr 

Thief General tatTh&et Telecom. 	
TdeCOffl. 

aeiab0 01. 	. 	
001. 

	

sr 	iMiC-5OO  
r., Pd3h,Hyderab500 001 



II 

CA Cj-~ / q 2,~ 

4 

- 	
tu. •h 

$ 

R CEJVED\ 
JAN1993 




