ﬁ%*
"IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

ERNAKULAM BENCH

0. A. No. 317 of 499

 DATE OF DECISION__24.02=1993

P. Nirmala Applicant/

M/s M.R.Rajendren Nair & » g(
—c Har ikrishnan Advocate for the Apphcant’. ‘

Versus

_sub Divisional Officer,) . Respondent (s)
Telegraphs, P-alakad and another

gj

Advocate for the Respondent (s)
CORAM :

*

The Hon'ble Mr. S. POMukerj i’ Vice Chairman ]
and

* 4 : .
The Hon'ble Mr.A, V,Haridasan,Judicial Member

Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the Judgement ?(}"’
To -be referred to the Reporter or not? N

Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgement?r‘f"

To be circulated to all Benches of the Tribunal ? o*

PONS

JUDGEMENT

(Hon'ble shri S,P.Mukerji,Vice Chairman)

In this application dated 10.2,1993 £iléd
undér Secticn 19 of the Admihistrative Tribunals Act
the applicant, who according to her, had been working
asg Part-time~Sweeper Cum Water Carfier at Padagiri
Telephone Exchange between Jamuary, 1958 and April, 1979
has prayédlihat the érderAat Annexu:e.z dated 5.11.92
re jecting her mépteseptation should be set aside ad
she should be declared to be entitled to be re-engaged
as a casual mazdoor with bottom seniority and that the
respondents be directed'to reengage her fo:«casﬁal;work
subject to availabiiity of work in preference é% her
juniors and outsiders and to enlist her name in the
~§%} _ approved list of casual mazdoors anéflésue of approral

card,
....2



..2 -

2, The impugnéd order at Annekure'z dated
5 11 22 states that "since you had left the wo:k on
your own, no action could be taken at this tﬁne
 after a lapse of 13 years". The applicantAﬂ1ereaﬁter |
représented on-24;12.92'a&aeg}y §enyimg}th§t sie
_had left the duty on her own and clariffed that
- "consequent on the regular posting of Part-time
{Q.,> _emoloyee shri P.Chandran on 5.5.79 at Padaglri
| \ Exchange" her serviceswere not recuinea. This
representation which clearly arises out of the reasons
-given in the impugned order at Annexure.z has not yet been
disposed of, ~ The conﬁention of the learned counsel
for the respondextsithat_ﬁhe application is hopelessly h
é%%‘ time parred wgald have pursuaded us to accept.the ' ;;
same but for the faét that the respondehtsbghemselves |
ﬁad indicated in’the impugned order the reaSQn why .
her request could‘nqt be accepted. That reaéoning
- was challenged by £he applicant in the representatioh
dated 24.12.92 which is still hanging fire. |

3. "In the above circumstances. we do not
find that the application<:an be dismiqsed peremptorily

as time barrede.

4, " When the case Qas taken up fOr_édmissiaa
today, thelearned qcunsel'fo: boéh thepartiesagreed
 that the applicatién can be dispbsed bﬁ with appropriate (
directions regarding disposal of the‘repreSehtation

‘dated 24.12,92 at Annexure;B:
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5, In the circumstances, we admit this
application and dispose of the saﬁe-ﬁith_the direction
to tdaa Reépanaérlt No'.l 1;0 ::ohn.sider ;nd ~dis§’>'ose~.of
tﬁefreéfesé;tation of the appliéant:datéd 24{12.92 o
;@khmnexure-B ﬁithin a-periodhof two mqnths ﬁroﬁ:zh;::g
'date of receipt of a copy of éhisvjuAgmentz ifég?éking
order should be communicgigd to the applicant'within

There Will be no order as to costs,.

~ | §ﬂ;u.
. ./q};'j‘qs o

‘that period,

(AV Haridas . (SP Mukerji)
Judicial Member - Vice = Chairman
| 24.2.93
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