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Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgement ? frf 
To be circulated to all Benches of ihe Tribunal? tW 

JUDGEMENT 

Sh SP Mukerj, V.0 

We have heard the arguments of the learned counsel of both the 

parties on this application in which the applicant had been seeking 

reengagoment as casual mazdoor. His earlier representation seeking 

rodressal wi4 	culminated in the order of this Tribunal dated 18.1.91 

at Annexure 111(a) in which the respondents were directed to consider 

his representation after taking into account of the documents that 

may be in their possession about his previous engagement. Pursuant 

to that order dated 18.1.91, the respondents have passed a conditional 

order on his representation. Copy of that order is at Annexure-I dated 

9.7.91. calling upon him to furnish further evidence as regards his 

previous employment. The applicant could not produce any further 

documents, but in his reply at Annexure-Il, he gave details of his 

In 



-2- 

previous engagement in the same Sub Division not onlyft  

roi the exact dates from which he was employed but also 

the type3of work, and the Supervisory' Officar5 under whom 

he worked. 

2 	Respondents have not reacted to this further 

communication. The learned counsel for the respondents 

indicated that the conditional order at Annexure-I was 

taken into"aec8un't by the respondents vhess-oi'n the 
cA- 

final order as the applicant.did not produce any further 

documentary evidence. In the interest of justice, ør the 

directions of this Tribunal,'the minimum that the respondents 

could have done te to verify the particulars of the 

employment that the applicant averred in his representation 

at Annex ur. A- Il jw  

3 	In the circumstance, we admit the application and 

having heard the learned counsel of both the parties,dispose 

of the same with direction to the resoondent-2 to pass 

suitable final order in continuation of the order at 

Annexure-I on the applicantta representation taking into 

account the particulars of his employment given in his 

reply dated 23.7.91 at Annexure-Il. Final decision on 

the representation should be taken after verifying the 

particulars of employment that he gave in his reply,' 

If necessary, by examining the concerned Supervisory 

Officer indicated at Annexure-Il. 
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4 	Final ordarson his representation on the above 

line should be passed by the respondents within a 

period of 4 weekS from the date of communication of 

this order. The applicant should be given casual 

employment on the basis of his proven previous 

employment, if work is available. 

5 	The application is disposed as above and there 

is no6

(AVaridasan7) 
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 (SP Mukerji) 

Judicial Member 	 Vice Chairman 
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