'2.Harswaroop S /0 Shiv Lal

(By Advocate Sh.R.L,.Dhawan, learned

' pemanent employees of different Railways, They have Submitted

p

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPAL, BENCH -
NEW DELHI,

0A 122/99

New Delhi this the 23rd day of March, 2000
Hon'ble Smt,Lakshmi Swaminathan, Member (J) ~
1 Heera Singh S/0 Bulakj

Y
AN

3.Jai prakash s/0 Shaml ay
4.Nanhe s/0 Nainu Singh
S.Jagrup S/0 Hardev Singh

( 1-5 all -residents of 227,S0nia
Vihar, Delhi-94 )

(By Advocate Sh.D.K.Garg, ledrneq ’
Counsel through Proxy counsel

°oe Appli‘c ahts

Sh,T.C,Aggarwal )

1. Union of India
through Secretary, Ministry of

Railways, Railway Bhawan,
New Delhi-1

2, General Manager, Northern Railway
Baroda House, New Delhi-l

3. Divisional Railway Manager
Northern Railway, Moradabad (up)

o« Respondents

Counsel through PIOXy counsel Ms,

_ Sumedha Shama )

ORDE R (ORAL)

(Hon'ble Smt,Lakshmi Swaminathan; Member (J)

The applicants claim that they have worked as casual
labourers with the respondents but have been disengéged. ACCor-
ding to them they have”méde Séveral representations to  the
respondents regarding their appointment in Group 'D' posts or
as regular/izggtiers but they have not received any response
from the respondents., Hence this 0A., They have also relied on

the letter issued by the respondents dated 11,12,199¢ Containing

a direction to absorb about 56,000 casual labourers on roll as

a -

that in spite of this letter and further action having been
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taken by different Railways to absorb casual labourers, they
have not been absorbed in Northern Railway which is Contrary

to the letter dated 11,12,1996, They have submitted that the
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Strictly as per the saig seniorigy liSt. AS regards the applicants
2,3 and 5, their Seéniority numbers.are at Serial Nog 53,54 and 7,

IESpeCtiVEI%vin the Seniority list of  CPWI/Amroha, They have also
submitted that as regards Sh,Nanhe S/0 Sh.Nainu Singh, applicant 4,

' the
there is/name of one Shri Nanhe Singh S/0 sh,Lakhwa who is regjys-

.tered at priority No.64 but according to them’applicant No.4 had

not worked earlier with them as per their records,
3. In the rejoinder filed by one of the applicants,namely,

Sh.Heera Singﬁ’applicant'No.l, there is no Specific dehial of the
with
facts as mentioned above and in particular/reference to the detaiis

regarding applicant No, 4, Sﬁ.Nanhe. In the circgmstances, the
claim of applicant 4 is liable to be_feieetedg T'aking into account
the facts'®ang Circumstances of the case,-&herefore, MA 123/99 for
filing a joint application is alloweq only in respect of applicants

1,2,3 ang 5, excluding applicant No,.4,
' the

4, The respondents in their reply have submitted that/other

four_applicants, Namely, applicants 1,2,3 and .5 have been placed
‘ _ and
in the priority listS/LCLR in two unitB’CPWI/MBD/ roha. They have
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facts and
re-engagement, In the/bircumstance% the stand of the respondents

cannot be faulteq,

their turq)exceptihg-§ppligaqt.NOd4o:iQ;Eh?inresPegtiY?_H?its'

Parties to bear their own cCosts,

L 'M&_) )
(Smt.Lakstmi Swaminathan)
Member (g)
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