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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
ERNAKULAM BENCH 

0. A. No. 	27 	
1993. 

DATE OF DECISION 13.1.93 

G.Krishnadas 	 AppIicanç '  

Mr.M.R.RajendranNair 	Advocte for the Applicant 

Versus 

Sb_livisiol_Officer, 	Respondent (s) 

Telegraphs, piilaRkiid and anot. 

M.V..Namboothiri,ACGSC Advocate for the Respondent (s) 

CORAM: 

The Hon'ble Mr. Ns Dharmad an qudicial 1ber 

The Hon'ble Mr. R. Rangarajan, Administrative Member 

Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the Judgement ? 
To be referred to the Reporter or not +A 	 4 % 
Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgement? 
To be circulated to all Benches of the Tribunal? 

JUDGEMENT 

.N.Dharmadan,JudicialMember 

The applicant is aggrieved by the refusal of the 

respondents to consider his request for re-engagement as 

casual mazdoor and consequent:regularisation taking into 

consideration his pastServiCe. 

2. 	ACcoring to the applicant he has worked  as casual 

1abor in  the Telecommunication DePartment under the irst 

respondent from 1987- also Worked in the  year 1988. But 

ie was not given -workn the .last month .o98.8. Thereafter 

he was allowed to continue on 'bills' till March, 1992. 

Since the applicant was denied employernent froãi March, 1992 
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he U led AnnexureI representation dated 14.5.92 seeking 

re..engagement and regulaisatjon. He also produced Annexure.1 

judgment in OSA. 1153/90 in support of his case that he is 

entitled to re-engagement. Since the said representation 

has nçt been dis 0sed of, he has filed this application under 

section 19 of the Administrative Tribunals' ACt 1985 for a 

declaration that he is entitled to re-engagement and regulari-

sation with bottom seniority. 

3. 	At the time when the case came up for admission, 

learned counsel for applicant submitted that recently the 

Govt. have tken•• a policy decision and issued letter stating 

that Persons with earlier casual engagement on 7.6.88 are 

entitled to re-engagement even though they were not 

sponred by the Employment Exchange. However, these matters 

recuires further examination by the respondents. 

40 	 Learned counsel for respondents is also heard. He 

has  no objectJon in dissing the application With appropriate 

direction. 

S. 	Accordingly, We admit the application and dispose of 

the same directing the second respondent to consider Annx.I 

representation in accordance with  law bearing in mind the 

recent p. licy statement issued by the GDvtO and decisi 0  

rendered by the Tribunal in this behalf. He 'shall dispose 

ofibe,,same as expeditiously as possible at any rate within a 

period Of  two rflth$ from the date of receipt of the judgment. 

.Tiil the final decision is taken and communicated to the 
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applicant, the applica fl t may also be considered for 

engagement for casual 1rk if work is available and juni0rs 

to the aPP1  icant are engaged. 

6. 	The application is disSd of as above. 

7, 	There èhall be no order a's to costs. 

(R. Rangaraj an) 	 (N. AJharmadan) 
Administrative  Member 	 Judicial Member 
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