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JUDGEMENT

(Mr AV Haridasan,Judicial Member)

This application is by a Casual Mazdoor uwho had rendered
service as a.Casual Wa2door during 1972 to 1982 under the respan-
dents -1 & 2. The prayer in this application'is that it should
be declared that he continﬁes as a ﬁasual-ﬂazdoor and that a
direction may be given to tﬁe respondents toc reengage him giving

seniority in his turn. The applicant had made a representation

- seeking ieengagement to the third respandent, the Chief General

Manager on 10.10.1891 which was forwarded to the Telecom District
Engineer, Tiruvalla. As the representation has not been disposed
of and as the applicant is remaining :unemploywkd, he has filed
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thié application without waiting for a period of six months. -

g~ A



-0
2. Shri Mathews J Nedumpara, ACGSC took notice on behalf

of the respondents on our direction.

¢

3. It was brought to our notice that in the case of a

similarly circumstanced Casual Mazdoor by name Mr KK Chacko,

this Tribunal had given a direction that he should be engaged

with bottom seniority in the Pinal order paésed‘in OA-1661/91,
as the learned counsel appearing on behalf of the Chief General
Manéger égéeed to subh a course. It is alSo‘averréd in the
application that in the case of Casuallmézdoors who had rendered
service evén earlier than the applicant who had made represen-
tation later than the applicaht had béen reengaged by the rés—
pondents. A1 specific case of‘the appliﬁant‘in 0A-1197/90- |
who has been reengaged_oﬁ his repfesentation dated 6.11.1891

has been quoted in the application.

4, HaVing,heard the learned counsel'on either side, we

are of the vieu that this application can be disposed aof with

a suitahle direction to the respondents to consider the appli-
cant's rep:esentatioﬁ in the light.oﬁ the judgement of this
Tribunal in OA-1661/91 and the decision taken by the respondents
in the case of Casual Mézdoars identically situated like the
applicaht. The learned counsel on either side ha¥Mno objection

in adopting this course.
5. - In the regult, we admit this application and dispose
of the same with direction to the respondents to consider and

dispose of the representation made by the applicant dated
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10.10.1991 at Annexure-II1I, keeping in view the judgement at
Annexure-VY dated 4.11.1951 in UA-1661/91, within a pariod of
one month from the date of communication oflthis order. If
the representation is not réadily available, a copy of Annexure-
III available in the file given to the respondents may be made

use of for the purpose. There is no order as to costs.
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