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N'BLE

Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed
to see the Judgement?

To be referred to the Reporter or not?

Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair
copy of the Judgement?

*

Whether the Judgement is to be circulated to -
the other Benches? ‘

~

Judgement delivered by Hon'ble
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- IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
2 :

GUWAHATI BENCH

i‘-j(_)rigi'n'al Application No. 27 ‘of 1998.

~ Date of decision ;'This the 27th day of November, 1998

Hon'ble Mr. Justlce D.N. Baruah Vlce Chalrman.;

1. - All India Telecom Employees Union
‘Line Staff & Group -D
Assam Circle, Guwahati,
Representedeby Circle Secretary oo
Sri J.N.Mishra. )

2. Md. Karam Ali,
C/o Sri J.N.Mishra :
Circle Secretary, AITE Union,
Line Staff & Group -D, S
Assam Circle, Guwahati a Applicants.

@

By Advocate Mr. S.Sarma.

-versus-

1. - Union of India, :
Represented by the. Secretary to the
‘Mlnlstry of Communlcatlon,
Government of India,

New Delhi.

2. " The Director General,
-Department of Telecommunlcatlon
New Delhi.

3. The Chalrman,f’

Telecom Commission - o
New Delhi-1. SR - B Respondents. .

By Advocate Mr. G.Sarma, Addl. C.G.§.C. -

ORDER - -

'BARUAH J. (V.C))

Thisv appliCation has' been filed gby‘ the §

applicants seeklng certain dlrectlons ---- to the respondents.

The fécts'are : N




The applicant- and - some other ©persons were .
- ’ : ]

v : : : : S N
working as casual workers in Group D posts -under the -

R

Telecom Department.:Their_engagemenc59mme caéual. After/
worklng for sometime they‘ had been granted temporary -
_status w1th effect from l lO 1989 as per the preparedl

/ ~ S

. Scheme. Bnt even after such long perlod thelr serv1ces

A L3 :
,vhave not: beenxregularlsed.. On the oth'er hand _by an- Ordér‘
dated 26.9.1995 issued by the 4'DiVisivo'n'al Engineer
(Planning & Administrationy, Cffice of 'the vTeleconn
‘District Managerf Guwahati; services of the ten persons

had.been regularised as Mazdoors. The contention of the

L

applicants is that these persons~are‘much jdnier‘to the
applicants. Besides, they-were given tempdrary status;:,
later than thel applicants. Hence' the present
Vapplication. - |
2. . Wh'have heard Mr S. Sarma, learned counsel,;
appearlng on behalf of the applicants and Mr G. Sarma;"
‘learned Addl. C.G.S5.C. appearing on behalf of 'the

respondents;

- 3. Mr S. Sarma submits that the appllcants have3'

been dlscrlmlnated @s ten personsf junlor to them had'
already been regularised with effect from 'l.4.l995r1

overlooklng the claim of' the . applicante,‘ The
lrepresentatlon dated' 20.2.1997, Annexured 3., has alsoqu
not been disposed of. / |
4;‘ yIn this case the‘ resbondents have ;not‘ tiledf
written statement.,Hewever, Mr G. Sarma has'nadeﬂvervali;
submissions. . | .’ ‘ "\':
5. dn hearing the learned counsel ror the_partles Iﬁ

feel it will be expedient if ' the Annexure 3



-

trd

5~app11cants are Stlll aggrleved by the order they may

ﬁapproach the approprlate authorlty.

N f . . Vo

7representatlon dated 20 2 1997 1s dlsposed of as early |

"\

as poss1ble at any rate within a perlod of two monthsv'“
5

*.3from the date of recelpt of thlS order. However, 1f the

¥

6. With the above direction the ?eppfieetioh-_ié

Sy L T TS S

" disposed of. Considering the facts‘apd.circumgta@ces-oﬁc

" .the case, I make no order as to costs. I S TR

( D. N. BARUAH.). -
~ VICE-CHAIRMAN *




