IN THE CENTRAL‘_ADMINISTRAT-IVE TRIBUNAL !
. ERNAKULAM :

0.A. Ng._532/80 . jed

DATE OF DECISION 171~ 1991

KS Dinasan o
; “Applicant (s)

aj ir '
‘Nr MR Rajendr an N? ir Advocate for the Applicant (s)

~ Versus
‘Union of India rep. by its d
Secretary, Ministry of Communxca@%hgnt“)
New Delhi and others,

Mr NN Sugunapalan, Sr CGSC

—_ Advocate for the Respondent (s)

CORAM:
The Hon'ble Mr. NV Krishnan, Administrative Member
The Hon’ble Mr. N.Dharmadén, Judicial Member

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

1.
2. To be referred to the Reporter or not? AQ
3. Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgement? ho
4. To be circulated to all Benches of the Tribunal? =~ =4
~ JUDGEMENT | Mg
Mr N Dharmadan, J.M ‘ ' .

'The applipant is aggrieved by the refusal of the
requndents in ehéaging him as casual mazdoo; and regularising
him in the servicé. |
2 fhaugh this application has been fiiéd under Section
19 of the Administrative Tribunals Act of 1985 with various
prayers, at the ﬁime when the case camé uﬁ for hearing to-day,
ghri MR Rajendran Nair, fhe learned cansél for ths aﬁplicant
limited the_prayer and submitted that his client uou;d be
satisfied with a direéfion tot he respondents to include hip clasd 4
as the last man in thé approved'seniority list of casuél mazdoors
maintained in the Sherthalai Sub.Division as shown in Annexure-II

with battom seniority..
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3 The learned counsel for the applicant submitted
| e dp-
that ﬁﬁeA as originally engaged as casual mazdoor for
$hort spells in the year 1982 anq thereafter, he was
engaged only occasionallybuhen work was available.
Thé respcndents are refusing to give him work from
1989. This‘is illegal.
4 In the counter affidavit Filed.in this case, the
respOndeﬁts have stated that because of the ban
imposed in\the matter of engagement of fresh casual
mazdoors in tse year 1985 as per Annexure-R1 broceedings,
it is not possiblg for them to give éhe applicant any
engagément in future. But it is admitted in the counter
affidavi£ that after the engagement in 1982, he was
giveh further ubrk Fpg'a period of 31 days from 1.3.89
in spite of Annexure-R1 pan order. This shous thé ban
order was not made applicable in the case of the applicant.

' -u;;;:j,ew 929

The ban order prohibits emgégement of FreshA new

emplbyees«and not emp;oyées who were engaged préviously.

5 We have heafd_the learned counsel ofr-both sides -
Having hea;d this matter and affer perusing the records,

we are satisfied that it would be fair and proper to
dispoée of this applicétion with a direction to Respondent-3
td include the‘applicant alsd-inlAnnexube-II list of
approved casual mazdoor in Sherthalai Sub Division as

the ‘last man in the béttom seniority with effect Fromv

'fhe date on which the applicant has filed this applicationv'

viz., 29.6.90 and give him work as and when work is
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available in that division and regularise hié services
in accordance with law. This direction, it appears,
would not cause any undue hardship to the respondents

and it would meet the ends of justice. Accordingly,

- we issue the above directions.

6 The applicatibn is disposed of and there will

be no order as to costs. -
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