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~is that the Respondent-1 has not diﬁposed'of his representation

The applicant is a casual {abourer. His grievance

pursuant to the'direetigns;cdntaineJ in kke Annexur e~V
judgment and that the Respondent-1'refused to give him work
and wages in spite of the fact that work is available.

2 . -The applicant is coming befﬁre the Tribunai for the
second time. éearlier, he filed OA 5732/91 after filing a

representation dated 6.6.89 for getting identical relief.

This application was hesard and disposed of by our judgment

dated 15.11.91 at Annexure-V directihg the Respondent-1,
Sub Divisional Officer, Telegraphs, Mavelikkara to consider

the applicant 's representation and dispose of t he same in



e

_accordance with law. It is after adverting to that
judgment, the impugned order dated 10.12.91 at.
Annexure—~1 has been passed. The relevant portion
in that judgmént is as follous:

"2. Accordingly, we admit this application

so far as the first applicant is concerned

and dispose of the same with a direction to

the first respondent to dispose of the
representation at Annexure-III within a

period of one month from the date of communication
of this order in accordance with law."

Learned counsel for 5?@ applicant submitted that the
respondents have admitted the fact that the applicanp
had worked on daily wages during the year 1986 to 1987.
However, it is submitted‘that preper records are not
available in the office of respondents for verification
of the number of days worked by the applicant. The
applicant will be éatisfied if his name is also

included ih the list of caéual mazdoors maintained by -
the Respondent=1 and provided work as and when work is
available under Respondent-1.

3 Learned counsel for the respondents who relied
on the statement in the detailed affidavit filed in

this éase,submitted that even though there is admission
of the applicant?s prior service, the applicant was
ngtfg;uen work - from July, 1987. Hence, he is ineligible
fér re-engagement in the service. .Learngd cbunsél for
the épplicént, on the otﬁer hand, submitted that the
abplicant was reporting the office of Respondent-1

every day even in 1987, but Respondent—1 fefused to

engage him. However, the applicant could not produce
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any documentary evidence to satisfy us that he was
reporting the office of Reépondeﬁt-1 every day in the
year 1987. It is seen that he has filed a répresentation
on 6.6.39 for getting re~engagement and this represent-
ation was directed to be disposed offnh the order at
Annexure-1, we are not satisfied that the representation
of thevapplicant was considered and disposed of properly.
However, in the vieuw that we are taking in this case

‘ the V
it is not necessary for us to go intoLdetail?any furthep.
4 ' Learneq counsel for the applicant submitted
that the Applicant will be Satisfied if a direction is
given to the Respondent-1 tosinclude him in the list of
casuai mazdoors, considering the admission made by the
Respondent-1 as per Annexure-1 that he worked under
Respondent-1 during éhort periods in 1986 and 1887
purely on casual basis. However, considering the
paculiar facts stated in this application, we are of
the view that the ap@licant‘s name should also be -

included in the list of casual mazdoors maintained by

Respondent-1 with bottom senierity. Accordingly, ue

direct Respondent-1 that the applicant should be given

work, if work is available taking into COnsideration

: ‘the list Jith bottom
of his representation and 1nrlude hlq name in/ person,

5 The applicatioen is disposed of as above because

of the peculiar facts and circumstances of the se.

There is no order as to costsf \ Q/;/////j
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