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0.A,N0.412/94 Dt. of decisions 8-4-1994

Judgement
I As per the Hon'ble Sri A.B. Gorthi, Member (a) X

The applicant who was working as a Casual Mazdoor
under the Sub-Divisional Officer, Telecom, Chirala is
aggrieved by the order of the respondents disengaging
his services w.e.f. 1=-1-1994, His prayer is that he may

be reengaged and considered for grant of temporary status

after condoning the bresks.

2. The applicaht states that he was initially engaged
under SDOT, Tensli as a Casual Mazdoor during Jénuary. 1982
éo March, 1982, Thereafter he was once again engaged as

a Casual Mazdoor under SDOT, Chirala from 6-7-91 to 31-12-93,
Cn the basis of his sefvice as Cagual Mazdoor under the
respondents, he now claims that h; should not have been

disengaged but continued to work as Casual Mazdoor.

3. Mr. N;V, Ramana, learﬁed standing counsel for the
governﬁent stated that it would be very difficult for the
department to verify the fact of the applicant having worked -
during 1982 under SDOT, Tenali. Even the documents produced |

by the aﬁplicant in support of his claim cannot be got

4, Mr. P. Rathaiah, learned coungel for the applicant
urges that in view of the fact that the relevant documents
in support of the applicanﬁ's claim for having worked during
1982 have been annexed to the OA, the same should be duly

considered by the respondents,
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5 In the application there is nothing to justify

as to why the applicant kept quiet for a long period of

ten years after his initial engagement under the 3DOT,
éhirala . If the fact of previous engagement of the
applicant has got to be taken into consideration, it would
upset the seniority position of the casual mazdoor working
continuously at present., As the applicant himself is guilty
of inaction for a long per;od of about ten years, we

hold that it would not be proper to allow him to claim the

benefit of his previous service during 1982, 88=88=amd—1+952.

6. There is no dispute that the applicant was once
LT 28-2-90-,
again engaged under SDOT, Chirala from =8-88 to . Keeep=
"B FS .

ing in view this fact, the case of the applicant deserves
to be considered for fresh engagement if there is work, in
preference to juniors/freshers, Consequently we dispose

of this application at the admission stage itself with the
following directions to the respondents,

 (a) The name of the applicant shall be
entered in the ‘Live Casual Labour register.

(b) The applicant will be reengaged as and
. when there 1s work in preference to
juniors/freshers, :

(¢c) The applicant’'s case for grant of
temporary status and subsequent regula=-
risation against Group-D post will be
considered in accordance with the extant
scheme/ instructions.

Te No order as to costs,
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