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The rrincipal, Recional Tclscom R R

ireining Centre, Chandrelok Bldg.,

$.0.8d, Sec'bed.

The General Mangyer,
Hydersuasd Telecom district,
Suryelok complex, Hydersusd=33,.

Tne cnxef Generel Manzger,
felecommunications, AV,
H}rd—‘i . -

Union of I cis, reptc., oy ths
Cheirman, Telecom Zommission,
New Jeihi = 110 Gut.

3 ess Respondents
Counsel for the Applicents : Shri C.Suryanara-,;ana_T
Counsel for the Respondenis Shri Kota Bhaskar Rao, addl.CGSC
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(brder per Hon'ble Snri R.Rangarajan, ilember (B) ).
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due to the zforeszid retrenchuznt and elso to grent them Leporary

retroepectively with effect from 1-1C=E9 and sll other con-

! sequentizl and incidentsl benefite including reguloerisation o services

1

e
eccording to the turm in the séniority list of cassual mazdoor ©

g <

f the

appropriate unit ts uwhich they belorice The respondents cantend as
folicws -

(i) Tie epplicenis were retrenched way back in 1985

end they uere re-instated in Au_ust,'B8., Thus the appli-
cante whow thal thote wes a breesk in their servicg. Lf

nave asny Lfeivence in this connection they should have

Lrigy
approsched thie Tribunal in time immeciately efter they
weIe TFz-engeyged or necesscry relicl rul they e pproached

tnis Trivunel unly in 1394 i.e. aofter & lapss of zooul ©
yeare praying ror & cirection to tie respandsits to condone
the breuk. Hence it 1s time barred CssE.
(ii)T+e epmiiven.s werc rotrcnched in 1885, 1 their
Feirenchaent is illegsl of tne provisions of the Iuv act,
their re=weay is to a.proach thepropsr fForuid i this can-
nection uiJ thie CAT cannot entertsin that request, Tfurthe
even in iinia connection they lave a.prozched tinis forum v
late afior vheir retrenchmenl, Hence even for that csuse
the ca1 =f limitstion will aspply.,

ij}ihz eppliicents usre re-cncouged some time in August,’
and the 00T 1r.0t.25-5-%3 rostricts consideretion of the
casce ior uringing on temporsry sltotus end regulerisstiun
ly to tihwse who were engaged earlier to 22-6-86 end wer
in servites on thet date., Since the applicenig were not i
service on that deie an’ slso hsve not fulfilled the can
tion of the minimum service to be put in a year, they ar
not entitled for the relief as prayed for in this CA.
4. Ye have considered all these contentiuns., We zre in ayreces
with the icarned counsel {or the respondents that CA is filed be
ly. The applicents having engaged in 1988 shouls liave approache

Court in time if their cases for condonation of bresk in service

vere not consid red by the respondents.
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Wo.4 is also hesving no pouers to condone the break in scruice,

which is more than 1 year, thern thegapplica ts cannot have any

rLliEfo

10, In the result, the B.A. 1s disposed of with the above

observetions. 0 costse.
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ihe applicenis submit thst scme of their juniors uwere
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continued even sfter the retrenchient. Thoy have quoted the nam
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3 duch Casile 1l laboursrs in pare-4.1 of the afficdavit, Ko wention

pury
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en mece in reperd to tis cese ui their juniors in ths counter.
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1t is steted Ly lhe respondenis thet the applicencs cauly hsve
csked (0 puslivg in cther scctions. where they o en dischsrge the

=)

gutics ss Lasual Labpurer at ths time of retrenchaent. Since Lagy

h=yve not asdéo “ipy in ooihor settivns, they were retrenched.

Hence the rosponcenls, pleec thst the aozlicen.e cannot guestion

c, Lhether the applicsnts wsre retrenched for want oi work
Sroiur oany oifer reasen is oot fuplicitl; anticoed in the Cn. 1T

wiy ot .ngiol. o whe. wnere may be mo work or the work is ol such

netion of Gresk imsrvico cannot e civen streighlsusy without yolng
into ceteils of the circumstances under which they were relrenchee

fron servics. 1ine nespondent No.o suowits ciat he cennot condone

the break 1n s&ruic; gven if he wsnts to, s the absence is wore the
E year; Hence we are of the opinion thet the cases may oe conside-
red tsking into account ell the factors as regsrds to the nature of
{he duties parFarmgd oy them, the rcason for the retrenchmanf,
continuation ;f their junicrs anc 51s0 the other circumstances
which l=d to ﬁhe rétrenchment by Respundent No.4 and tske a final

deciecion in regard to the condonation of bresk in service and the

consequential benefits on thet baeis, If the respondent
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