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“ IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

ERNAKULAM BENCH

0.A No.__ 1% 1992
DATE OF DECISION_+2°2°93
Muraleedharan 0 Apmmmugﬁ/

Mre M'_R° Rajendran Nair Advocate for the Applicant (g

Versus

The Sub Divisional Qfficer,
Télegraphs, Tellicherry and otne

fpondent (s)

Mr. T.P.M. Ibrahimkhan,ACG3C  advocate for the Respondent (s)

CORAM :

The Hon'ble Mr. N. DHARMADAN JUDICIAL MEMBER
The Hon’ble Mr. R. RANGARAJAN ADMINISTRATIVE MEMBER

Whether Reporters of ‘local papers may be allowed to see the Judgement 7%
To be referred to the Reporter or not 210 :

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

To be circulated to all ‘Benches of the Tribunal-?%®

PON~

JUDGEMENT

MR. N. DHARMADAN JUDICIAL MEMBER

The dpplicant is a casual mazdoor working Gndercthe
Sub Divisional Officer, Telegraphs, Tellicherry. He is
égg;ievea“by the refusal by the respondents to grant him
teguL:risation in,service an the basis of his prior service
in the Department.
2. 4 According to .the -applicant, he commenced service as
casual mazdoor on 23.9.88.- In the year 1988 he worked for
74 days and in the yeer 1989;fof 284 days. ' He also worked
for 258 days in the yedr 1990 and for 111 days in the' year
1991. .Acéording to the appiicant he hés'worked-for 727 days.

is to be counted for giving re-engagewent. v

?heserv1ce from 23.9.88 to 19914 Annexure-I is-the
certificate produced by the applicant in support of his case.

Thereafter, the applicant submitted representation Annx.II

EL before the first respondent with copy'to the second respondent.
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In that representation he has stated .that/has priot-.service-

'uptov20 11.91 and,on that basis he is entitled to be included

in the list of approved casual mazdoors and regularisatlon

conSLdering the number,oﬁ daysnof.work.ln his gpade, The:

~said representation though filed on 13.12.91 has not so far

been disposed of by the first-respondent}

3. ... Respondents have filea-reply;and;¢9ntendedzthéﬁ,the
applicant is not entltled to. regularisation. Thevapnlicant»
does not come under the scheme of:zthe Department t0: regularise
all:mazdcqrs.whO;commenceﬁ.wcrk;befOée;3095385‘andceasual
laboqrs engaged after 30.3.85 are not entitled to any

relief. |

4.. . The learned.counsel for the applicant during the |

‘course of argument submitted that there are oxders issued by

the Department to the effect that persons engaged even after
30.3.85 axe given engagement and~regularisation in service
lrrespectlve of the fact that they have ‘been engaged through

Employment Exchange or not as a’one«tlme measure.

A}

S5e¢ ‘Since the very questlon regardlng the ellgibillty

of the casual mazdoor card and consequential consideration
for regularisation is pending before the first respondent-

in the representation submitted by the applicant, we.are

. not -expressing any final opinion on-this application. It

isﬂfer:theAfiESt_reépondént,to consider-and dispose of -

the representation in accordance with law. Accordingly, we

-are satisfied that intepeétroffjusticegwill be met in this

case if we ‘dispose of the application with diréction to -

the respondents-v“;"

6+ ... In this view, of .the matter, we dlspose of the
application by dlrectlng the first respondent to consxder

and dlspose of Annexure-II representation dated 13. 12.91

.in accofdance with law, as expedltlously as pOSSlble
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at any rate w1th1n a perlod of two’ nonths from the date

of receipt of a copy of this Judgment.

7@ ' There will be no order as to costsSe
G\‘ — W Mt\/mlk
" (R+ RANGARAJAN) o (. DHARMADAN)
ADMINISTRATIVE MEMBER JUDICI AL MEMBER
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