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CEN TR~L ADMIN I 5TRliT IV E T RIB UN .AI.. 
tALL #Ui~BAD BE:rl CH 

~LL~H~o~AO 

' O.<A.No.1672 of 1992 . 

Phoolwari Lal & others 

Versus 
, 

••• 1Applicants 

Union of India & Others ••• Respondent s 

Hrnl' BLE rl'IR. JUSfiCE R.I<.V rARMA -v.c. 
HQIJ' BLE MISS USH~ SEN - ME•iBER ( lA) 

(By Han' ble Miss Usha Sen- A M) 

The two pe titioners of thi s O.A. have sought the 

relief to iss ue direct ions t o the r e spondents t o r eengag e them 

as .,Hot $ather lllaterman" aid absorb them on regular posts in 
\. - ,_ . t"""- ctl, .. \.(_~) -.A-

accotda~ce with the rule o end orders l aid dott.r~ J.nL klnexure A-1 

to 4\.-5 t:Wld enter their n ame s in the c omputerised senio'i-ity li st 

of c usual Hot-~ather Uatermen. 

' 
2- The p etitioners were engaged as Hot-hlea ther Uaterman 

in va rious spell s of se rvice. Petiti nne r No.1 was fir s t engaged 

0 n 19-4-1976. He was not r eeng aged afte r 30-6-1980. He claims 

t o have put in a total of 477 days of work. Peti ti::ner no.2 

was first appointed in 1982 but not r e engaged after 1983. He 

cla ims to have put in a total of 157 days of work. Certi ficates 

of working have been attached with the O.A. In accordance with 

the copies of the orders and notings a ttached as Annexure A-1 

to A-5, the petitioners should have been considered for p.:aengage-

ment in the orde r of their seniority. Annexure A-4 would indicat e 

that the first prtt f e r ence for appointment as Hot- b\:tather Waterma1 

was t o be given t o those casual labour who had worked prior to 
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1978 arid tho second preference t o those pe rson s who had worked 

e arlier as waterman even ir they had not worked prior to 1-8-78 . 

The petitioners have alleged th at persons with fewer days of service 

j, 

th an the days o~ service put in by them have been r eengaged ~ ~r 

thei r r e angagement has been illegally ignored. 

3- In this c ase no c ounte r has been filed de spite several 

opportunities having been gi ven . However, during the course of 

hea ring the counsel f o r the r espondents stat ed that the petitioners 

had not made eny repre sentation to the respondents for their r eengage-

ment and that if a r epresentotion is now made .it would be considered 

and decided on merits. 

4- Considering the facts of the case and the pleadings 

..> ~tt\IV\ 
of . the two ~des, we deea it appropriate to direct the respondents/ 

' which we he r eby do tha t if e representation is n ow made by the 
) 

p etitioners r egarding their grievances it shall be examined on 

merits in accordance wi th the va rious ordet::s in the matter and a 

r eason ed r eply given t o them. The pet i tioners shall further, be 

reengaged in accordance with their seniority as pe r the rules. . 

find 
In case the r espon dents/ on their examination that some pe rsons 

junior# tp the petitioners had been reengaged overl ooking their 
...&- "-:.(, v--..v..t-' 

just claims then they shall be plac ed in theL seniority list by givil)g 

the IT\ notional seniority taking into account the number of day s they 

j> ~w~ . 
were unjustly denied the opportunityL~hich in f airness they should 

·~ 
have bem gi ven. t'or rgengegeme~.t. The findings of the respondents 

-on all these points should be included in the reply to be given 

to the petitioners in respmee to the r epresentetim$ to be preferred 
I 

by the m apart from any other point the petitioners may raise in the 

• •• / p3 • 



( 

: 3: 

representati~;, The examination of the case end the r eply 

by the r espondent s oa afor esaid should be given within a per iod 

of three months from tho date bho representati~ of the petitioners 

OVIA.. ..t's r eceived by t horn . With this direction the 0. 1/1. . is di spo sed 

of. No order ee t o coats . 

U,)v L ( k. '(~ 
JlEM BE: A ( ,A) ~ 

lATED: .4LLAHABAD APRIL\\ ' 94 . 

V ICE CHAl Af1~ 

• 

( I S PS) 

• 

· . 

• \. 

\ 
• 

' 

\ 

} 

I 

~-------.... 1 


