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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
ERNAKULAM BENCH 

0. A. No 
	71 	

1992. 

DATE OF DECISION_ 12.2.93  

Muraleedharan o• 

Mr. M.R. Rajenciran 

Versus 

The Sub Divisional 
Telegraphs, TelliCi 

Applicant 

Nair 	Advocate for the Applicant 

Qff icer, 
ierry and 	 Cs) 

Mr. T.P.M. Ibrahimkhan,ACcC Advocate for the Respondent (s) 

CORAM: 

The Hon'ble Mr. N. DHARMADAN J1JC)ICIAL XI1EMBER 

The Hon'ble Mr. R. RANGARAJAN AIDMINI5TRATIVED MEMBER 

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 ?" 
To be circulated to all Benches . of the Tribunal? 

JUDGEMENT 

MR. N. DRNADN JUDICIAL MEMBER 

The applicant is a casual rnazdoor working óndethe 

Sub Divisional Officer, Telegraphs, Tellicherry. He is 

aggrieved by the refusal by the respondents to grant him 

regularisation inservice an the basis of his prior service 

in the Department.  

2. 	According to,.the applicant, he commenced service as 

casual mazdoor on 23.9.88.- In theyear 1988 hewrked for 

74 days and in the year 198-fpr 284 days. He lso worked 

for 258 days in the year .1990 and for. 111 days in the year 

1991. 1 ccord.4.ngto the applicant he has worked for 727 days 
is to be counted for giving re-engagement.

Tservice from 23.9.88 to 1991/ Annexure-I isthe - 

certificate produced by the applicant in support of his case. 

Thereafter, the applicant submitted representation Aririx. II 

before the first respondent with copy to the second respondent 



-2.. 

Inthat representation he has .state that/h prio'- ; Service--. 

4ptq20.11.9'1 and on tht.basis he is entitledtopinçluded 

in the.list of approved casual. mazdoors and regularisation 

considering the nunero- days of work in his grade. The-

said representation tough filed on 13.12.91 has not so far 

been disposed of by the first respondent. 

3. 	Respondents have filed reply..and coitended tht the 

applicant, is not entitled .reg4arisation4  The -applicant. 

does not CoTte •  under . the. cheie 	th :DParment: to-regularise 

	

• 	all mazdoors who-.comme-nc • work before -30.3.85 and-- casual 

• 	 . 	

. 

 

labours engaged after 30.3.85 are not entitled to any 

relief 	 . 	. 	. 	- 	. 	I 	... 	. 

. 	4 	The . 	ed •,. cowisJ, for the 	pl,ict .d.iringthe 

course -qf,. argument subrnitted that there dre ,oders -sud ,y 

the • 	. 	 Deparment to the,.effect that persons ..engageó even after 

	

• 	30.3.85 are given engagement And.reg4larisation in service 

irrespective of the fact that they, have been engaged through 

Employment Exchange or not as a. onetirne measure. 

5 	Since the veiy. question regarding the eligibility 

of the casual mazdoor card and consequential consideration 

for regularisation is pepding befon the first respondent 

in the representation submitted by, the applicant, we rn are 

not .xpressn.g any final opthiononthisappliqation. It 

isfor:the first respondnt o conside--addispoSe of ;  

the rpresentatiqn in accordance 	 ccoxdingly, we 

are satisfi8d that interest of justice will be met In this 

case.f we dispose of the application with dirction to 

• the respondent.:- 	 .• 	 ••... 

In this view.,Qf,.the. -matter, .1we -- dspo'se f the., 

	

• . 
	applIcation by directing the first respondent to consider 

and dispope, of Annexure-lI representation dated 1.12491 

in accofdance with law, as expeditiously as posthible, 

.. 

/ 



at any rate within a period of two nnths from the date 

of receipt of a copy of this judgment'. 

7. 	There will be no order as to costs. 

n 
(R • ANGARAJ?W) 	 (N. DWRI4DAN 
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