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AT RYOERABAD 
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dt .29-3-96 

Petitioner 
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	 Respondents 

Counsel for the applicant 
	

: V. VenkatesLiara Rao 
Advocate 
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CORAM 

HON. MR. JUSTICE M.G. CHPUDHARI, VICE CHAIRMAN 

HON.MR. RANGARAJAN, MEMBER (ADrIN.) 

J u d èe me t 

( As per Hon. fir. Justice M.G. Chaudhari, V.C. ) 

Heard Sri V. Venkatthswara Rao, learned counsel for 

PH mnnp - II oarnpd r.nijnsel for 
the respondents. 

2. 	It is not a case for contempt. By order dated 

3-9-1993 in the OA, the respondents were directed to 

engage the applicant as S casual mazdoor if similarly circum-

tStanted applicants in the unit are working as casual 

mazdoors. Consequent onreangagement,. his case should 

be considered for conferment of temporary status, 
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regularisation etc. as per the prevailing rules and 

instructions. The direction, thus was if any of the 

juniors of the applicant were already working then he 

has to be given reengagement before other persons are 

reengaged. If on the other hand his juniors were not 

workiflg then the case of the applicant was to be con-

sidered for engagement as per his turn in the seniority 

list. It is alleged by the applicant that there are 

juniors already working. Under the order, he had to be 

reengaged.ifpossible before any one else was reengaged. 

The respondents have stated in their reply that in,  

pursuance of the oder of the Tribunal, the applicant 

was engaged in the expansion work in the unit E-10B from 

1-1-1994 to 25-3-1994, on cdndition of the work and as 

there was no need after 25-3-1994 0  for engaging casual 

nazdoors, he had to be disengaged. They have stated 

that the position was clearly explained to the applicant 

and his father when they had filed a representation. It 

was made clear to them that no casual mazdoor junior to 

the applicant was engaged and that as and when there 
would be need for engaging riazdOors, the applicant will 

be engaged. They have stated that the work on which the 

applicant was reengaged was completed and there was no 

need for further casual mazdoor$ and they had taken 

decision not to engage further.. However, they have 

V 	assured that there an some possibility in E-106 unit as 

and when there is need, the department can consider 

reengaging the applicant on casual basis. They submit 

that continuous work, however, cannot be given to him. 

1 	
. .3. 



91  

3 

They also stated that if necessary, the applicant had 

to move to other places alod as and when the w ork 

warrants. The order of the Tribunal wa$ for reengag-

ing the applicant and cannot be read as directing his 

continuous engagement even Jihere work is not available 

because otherwise it would be granting regularisation. 

Since the respondents had rengagad the applicant there 

has been compliance with that part of the order. There 

is no contempt by breach of the order. As far as 

further reengagement of thej  applicant is concerre d, we 

7 	 Q4h 
V 	are satisfied th-at the assutancle given by the respon- 

dents and they will be boun by the same. Turning to 

the next part of the order,1 it is merely directed 

consideration of the case &f the applicant for grant of 

temporary status and theret4s' regularisation. The 

respondents have categoricajlly stated in para-E of the 

reply that the applicant is  not. eligible for. grant of 

temporaray status, for the reaaons mentioned in that 

paragraph. In the rejoinder, the contents in reply to 

para-ô imply that the applicant wan'tS to raise the 

dispute that since hëwast-denied work earlier, he could 

fulfil the required number 'of days and that is not his 

fault. That, however, does not amount to effectivel 

rebutting the statement ma4e by the respondents  that 

the applicant is not eligithe to the grant of temporary 

status. That apart, it was necessary bo the applicant 

to apply to the respondents to'ant hit temporary status 

were to be rejected that h could seek redressal from 

I 	
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this Tribunal. The proper P 

rile his, representation -ta- t 

temporary status by diaclosi 

that be disputed by the resp 

have to say so in reply to t 

therefore, en not satisPied 

to proceed in Contempt w4-th-'-

without prejudice to the rig 

a representation as indicate 

(R. Rangarajen) 
member (Admn.) 

umv the applicant to 
respondent.s to claim 

his eligibility and if 

deqts, the respondents will 

sd representation. We,&'tc. 

i-ti any ground iSdiclosed 

P1a?aat. Hence, 

ót thp applicant to file 

the petition is dismissed. 

(Ii.i2. Chaudhari) 
Vice Chairman 

:1 
Dated :Mrch 29, 96 
Dictated in Open Cm.$rt 
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