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· :tN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATI\JE ·TRIBUNAL, 
-JAIPUR· BENCH,' JAIPUR .. : 

. _. Jaipur, the 23rd .day of_ Octobf=r, 20,07 

ORIG.INAL APPLICATION NO. 37-1/2005 

CORAM .. 

HON,.BLK· MR~M-~ L. CHAUHAN, . JUDICfAL. MEMBER . .- ' ( . 
-. HON' BLE. MR. J. P ~SHUKLA, ADMINISTRATIVE MEMBER 

- +- \ • 

Babu Lal. Sharma,· 
'cas-ual: Laboui ·_(Temporary Status hold-er), 
.6/o~Principal Chief· P~st Mast~r General, 

~ ·Raj as than C~rcle, , 
Jaipl!-r .. 

> •••• Applicant 
. (By Advocate· Shri c. B. Sharma) 

Versus· 

-1. · uniqp :~f India. through 
Secretary to the Govt.,. 
Department of Posts, 

· Ministry of Co:riununication &·. 

Information·Telchnology, 
· Dak Bli-awan, Sans ad _Marg, 
New Delhi. 

· 2. · Principal Chief- Post Master General, 
. Raj ast_han -circle, 
. Jaipur. 

-. 
Respondents 

(By Advocate ·:·· Bhri. V. S. Gu;r:-j-ar) 

.! .· 

ORDER (ORAL) 

PE-R HON' BLE MR. M. L . CHAUHAN 

Heard the - learned couns·el for the · · parties·. 
J - ' 

Griev-ance .. of the · applicant, .is. that as per the Pol~cy .· ., 
. . : . . 

it was not- 'permissible for . the 
. \ ' 

· respoBdehts .to- make recrui tmerit from G::ou,p- D post· from 

. the· open market. till casual 'labourers witJ:: ·requisite 

qualifications_ are avail·ablE!" to fill up· the .post' in 

tav: question. 
- ~ \ 
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2. However., the stand taken by the respondents in 

' their reply is that the engagement of the ai?plicant as 

a casual labour was void ab- initio inasmuch as there 

was a ban at the relevant time fot engaging·the casual 

labouL as also. the applicant was over-aged when he was 

engaged. lt was further submitted that the case of 

the applicant_ -for relaxation of age 'Was taken up by 

the . respondents but the same was rejected vide order 

dated 7.8.2000 (Arln.R/2). Learned counsel for the 

applitant submitted that subsequently the Recruitment 

and Promotion Rules (.l\nn .A/ 12) have been amended and 

as per Rule-.-7 there is a power of re~axation in 

. _respect of category of posts or ;Lndi vidual concer.ned ~ 

Learned coun.sel for . the applicant further submitted 

that· at this sta~e he will be satisfied if th~ case df 

the applicant i~ 'considered in the light of Rule-7 by 

the competen't authority· and for that purpose he will 

mak~ a representatiqn to res~onderit No.1 making out a 

case of his hardship. 

3. In view of the submissions . made by. the learned 

counsel for the applicant and without entering into 

the merit of the case, we are of the view that it will 

be in the interest of ·justice ·'if the case of the 
. I . . 

_applicant is considered by respondent· No.1 kE:~eping in 

view that the app~icant has rendered 15 years of 

service w'ith_the respondents so as to enable him to be 

made eligible for a Group-D post. 

4. Accordingly, the respondent No.1 is directed to 

decide the representation of the applicant within two 

months from the date of receipt of such 

representatiori, in caa~ such representation 'is made by 

the applicant within one month·from today. With these 

.observations, the . OA stands dispose~ of without 

entering into the merit of the case. No costS; 

vk 

~I 
(M. L. CHAUHAN) 

MEMBER (J) · 


