
IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
ERNAKULAM BENCH 

0. A. No, 
159 of 	1992. 
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DATE OF DECISION 10.6.93 

KK flur.eleedharan 	
Applicant (s) 

t4'. iR. Rajendran Nair 	 Advocate for the Applicant (s) 

Versus 
The Sub Divisional Officer, 
Telegraphs,Per umbav OOE &Respondent (s) 
Others 

ft Nathews3 _Nedumpara,AC.GSC _ Advocaté for the Respondent(s) 
	 .4 

CORAM: 

The Horble Mr., N OHARMADAN, JUDICIAL MEMBER 

AND 

The'Hon'bl'e Mr. R RANGARAJAN, ADMINISTRATIVE MEMBER 

Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the Judgement ? 1 
To be referred to the Reporter or not ?)- 
Whether thei.Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgement ?A 
To be circulated to. all Benches of the Tribunal ? 

JUDGEMENT 

NDRARNADAN,J.M 

Applicant is aggrieved by the Annexure—I order by 

which his request for re—employment as Casual T9azdoor was 

rejected One line order.uhich is extracted below: 

The representation of Shri Muraleedharan KK has 
been careful y considered and it is to be intimated 
that there is no provision in the rules to re—employ 
any casual mazdoor whose absence is more than 6 months 
and rules do not permit, any fresh in take of mazdoor 
after 31.3.85." 

2. 	Accordin to the applicant, he commenced service as 

Casual 1Iazdoor in the year 1983 and worked from 23.2.83 to 

28.4.83. He has produced Annexure—Il certificate to 

establish his prior service. He submitted that the respondents 

denied him work since 1983. But in the year 1986 and 1987 



2 

he was given work under Lineman Rajan and Cable Splicer 

not 
.IIV Kunjappan. He h asLproduced any  certificate to support 

his serv.co in the year 1986-87. When he filed a 

representation in the year 1988 for getting further 

engagement and reinstatement in service, Sub Divisional 

Jf?icer, Telegraph, Perutnbavoor issued Innexure-lII 

letter calling upon him to produce the service card 

and other records to sLpport his claim for the earlier 

engagement. However, he produced the available 

ertificate, but the request for reonagement was 

rejected by the impugned Annexure-I order. In thesej-

circumstance, he'has filad this application challenojng 

the impugned order and also seeking a direction to 

reengage him after issuing an approval card. 

3 	Respondents have filed a reply statement wherein 

they have submitted that the applicant worked only for 

a limited period in 1983 and the application is liable 

to be rejected. 

4 	At the time when the case came up for final 

hearing, learned COunsEl for the applicant submitted 

that in the light of the decision of this Tribunal in 

DR 1027/91 and connected cases and also the decision of. 

the SLpreme Court dea4 with the question of reengagement 

iQ 	Jiat,o of Casual Labourers who had -.Long DreäkT serv.ic 

5 	Having heard counsel on both sides, we are of the 

view.tbat the reason mentioned in the impugned order 

cannot be sustained and in the light of the decision of 
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the Supreme Court and this Tribunal as also other 

Courts, the matter requires further reconsideration 

by the competent authority. Accordingly we set:aäide 

the impugned order at Annexure—I and direct the 

Respondent-2 to reconsider the claim of the applicant 

for reengagement on the basis of his prior service 

in the light of the law laid down by this Tribunal 

and other Courts. This shall be done within a period 

of three months from the date of receipt of a copy of 

this judgment. Uernake it clear that till implementation 

of this direction, the interim order passed in this 

case will be in force. 

6 	Application is disposed of as above. No costs, 

(R RANGARAJAN) 	 (N OHARNADAN) 
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