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 JUDGMENT .

MR. N. DHARMADAN JUDICIAL MEMBER

_Appl;cant is a casual mazdoor who is coming for the
second}time‘for getting re-engagement based on her casualk
service f;gm}22.1.79 till 1982, in the Construction Wing
of the sqhthern Railwayp, Earlier applicant filed Q.A.
773/91 which was disposed of by Annexure-A-3 judgment .
directing respondents to dispose of the #eprQSentation

within a8 period of two months and examine whether the

"applicant is entitled to re-engagement along with her

juniors. -Thereafter, applicant s case was considered

and the impugned order_Annexure A~5 was passed,'-since

it was not a detailed order considering all the contentions
raised in the application, pehding'the CCP 7/92 another
order Annexure A-$ was passed on the bagis of direct;on

of the Tribumal. In Apnexure A-6 respondents have
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mentioned that Shri Ke R.-Muruganfand three othets statad
to have been juniors of the applicant wers re-engaged in
August, 1990 as per'the direction of this Tribural in

EA 12/87o They further stated that the case of Shri-
Rajagopalan cannot be examined without details of his
service particulars. They haw asserted that no «t.. .o
juniors of the applicant Other thén SC/ST have been
re-engaged. Applicant filed a detailed rejoinder and
Submitted that the stand taken by the respondents in

the reply aééihot correct and it does not represent

the real positione. mhg'ﬁbrsons junior to the applicant
were engaged without directions issued by'tﬁg Tribunal.
Learned counsel for applicant endeavours to'substantiate
that the applicant was denied engagement on the fact
that she is appmaching this Tribunal. In fact Annexure
A-.l Labour Card produced by the applicant shows that she
has to her credit 975%.days as on 20.1.83.Sh#thas also
produded the I.R. in O«A. 1561/92 to show that many of

the casual labourers alleged to have been re-engaged on
the basis of the direction in 0.A. 675/89 and 685/89 are
not reang: ﬁgjd%n the direction of the Tribunale.

2; ..-.However, having heard learned counsel for béth s ides
we are satisfied that the impugned orders are to be set
asjide and the matterfségt back to the second respondent
for reconsideration of the case of the applicant whether
she can be given re-engagement. on the basis of the days of
work She has rendered as on 20. 1 83 after examinlnsdgﬁy'ﬁ"
of the juniors having lesser number of days have been
re-engaged,whehheéAon the basis of the direction of the
Tribunal or not. If on verification of the records it is
found that any of ﬁﬁe casual labourers having iésser number
of days as on 20.1.83 have been given re-engagement, the
applicant is alsoentitled to be re-engaged at least

notionally from the date of re-engagement of the junior.
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This shall be done within a period of four months from the

date of receipt of a copy of this julgment,

3. The application is disposed of on the above lines.

4. There shall be no order as to costs.

DHARMADAN)

{R. RANGARAJAN) (N.
ADMINISTRATIVE MEMBER JUDICIAL MEMBER
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Judgment of this Tribunal in O.A. 773/91
Impugned order dated 28.1.92
Impugned order déted 543692




