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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
ERNAKULAM BENCH

0. A. No. 131
i e ' 1993

DATE OF DECISION _ 2241493

KeJe Cherian. : _ Apmumntuﬂ/,
‘ Rajendran Nair | - : |
Mre MeReRajendran Na ___Advocate for the Applicant ('4/
Versus . .
‘Telecom District Manager, Res endent (s) '
Kottaymm P |

1

Advocate for the Respondent (s)
CORAM :

The Hon'ble Mr. No DHARMADAH, JUDICIAL MEMBER

4

The. Hon'ble Mr. R« RANGARAJAN, ADMINISTRATIVE MEMBER

Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the Judgement7 79
To be referred to the Reporter or not ?

Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgement ? Ko
To be curculated to all Benches of the Tribunal ? wo

oo

JUDGEMENT

MRe No DHARVADAN, JUGICIAL MEMBER

" Applicant filed this’applicatiom‘ under - section j_9 of
the Administrativé TCibunals' Act, 1985 stating that he
has worked under the respondents from 1977 to 80 and herce
he is entitled to re-engagement with bottom seniority.

The applicant produced Annexure-I reply issued by the
,respondent dispo'sing of his representation dated 31.10.92-

The reasons for rejecting the representation giVen in

Annexure-l is extracted below.

s

" 1. You are not an. approved casual Mazdoor of this
SSA.

2¢ You had not done any work in this 8SA as claimed
in your representatlon as per the records of
this SSA. . )

3. There is no work for which fresh recruitment &£
casuadl mazocoors is required.® :
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2e Accordlng to the applicant, the reasons mentioned
mnexuret.;r[n az;rdeo éagtwgsorg:nccte.n gémaexi{dlrfn-tlllm ;é%%es that |

the fﬁéiﬁééigag&j;ﬁﬁgngg%ﬁéﬂﬁfszg?asgel /was received only :-
in 1983. Hence, upto 1983 he was aorking under the

~ respondents. pe alse produced Annexure-yv order of the
Teleéem Listrict Manager, Kottayam to=ﬁi2§zﬁng}}that
persons who had worked only for -two days during the year
1980<85 were Xxxxx re~engaged on the basis of the.direction
of.this Tribunal. Hence, applicant is alse entitled to
Fe~engagement with botto}h Senioritye |
3. when the matter came up for admission, learned
counSel'for respondents opposed admission of the application
on the plea that the applicant has abandpned Qork and has
not given explanation for long absence during 1980-88. The
repreSentation itself has been flled only in 1990. Iearned
counsel for applicant Shri M.R. ‘Rajendran Nair 1imited '
his prayer and submitted that “‘the ’agplicaticn .3 can be
disposed of directing respondent toe consider him as a
fresh hand wheﬁ@yeg work is available.

4+ We have heard counsel appearing on both side;; After
hearing the counsel, we are of the view that this ista-matter

. for the respondents to decide whether the applicant is

: as a fresher.
entitled to re-engagement or not/ Hence, we direct the
applicant te submit a detailed representation along with
supporting matérials;&éj§§§g§332§§ his eatlier engagement,
claiming re-engagemeﬁt along with freshers. If sach a
Tepresentation is made by the applicant within two weeks
from the date of receipt of a copy of this judgment, the

.. Yespondent is directed te consider and dispose of the same
—Qithout“any delaye. | |
5. There shall be no order as to costs.
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