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Neo DHARMALAN

The applicant is a part-time Sweeper working in the

‘office of the Sub Postmaster, Attingal from the date of -

Annexu e-I. She was alse given additional work and at present
she is deing the work six heurs §'twentyminutescvery day as
admitted by the respondents in the reply. The applicént is
aggrieved by the deniel of regularisstion ef her service in
the light of the principles laid down in the oerder c<f the
DGPsT dated 11.11.83, Annexure~VIie.
20 The scope of tﬁis letter was considered by this
Tribunal in connection with the regyularisatien of part-time
contingency water carrier who filed O.A. 1146/91. We have
disposed of that application with the follewing ebservation/
dlrectlon.
»Accordingly, we dlzect the first respondent te
- consider the claim of the applicant for regularisation
in the light of Annexure-II letter of the DGP&T taking
into accoeunt the arguments based on discriminatery

treatment as extracted above in the light of the three
cases of similarly situated persens and regularise her



serviceif the decision is in her favour by creating
asupernumerary post in case guch creation of post
becomes necessary having regard to the fact thet
the applicent was continuing in servie frem 1967
onwards.. This shall be done within & period of thres
months from the date of receipt of & copy of this
judgment..®
The above judgnment was foliowed in later case 0.A.

600/93. The applicent is placing reliance on these

decisiens for getting the ben?it of AnnexurevVIIe |

3. In the reply filed by the respondents, they hawe

admitted all the facts but conterded that reguiaxisatien

of casual employees can be considered only in the light of

the proceedings dated 24.12.89; but they have not denied

the case 0f the applicant that she is xxx entitled to the

tenefit of the earlier proceedingsef the OGP&T dated

11.11.83’produced as Anmnexue-VII which has not been

superSeded by EXt. R-1. The learned counsel for respondents

is not in a position to distinguish the facts from the

facts of the earlier case D.A. 1146/91 and 0.A. 600/93

so as to take & flifferent view in this case fqr denying

the benefit of regularisation tc the applicénts.

4. In this view of the matter, we folilow our earlier

judgments and &llew the application to the extent of directing

the second respondent to consider the claim of the applicant

for regularisation frem-.the date of Annexwe-1 in the light

of the earlier two decisions of the Tribunalrelied on by the

- applicant and Annexwe~VII order of the DGP&Ts This shall be

done within the period of feur months from the date of

receipt of the copy of this judgmente.

S5e The applicatien is allewed as indicated above.
6. There shall be no order as toc costs. |
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