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the fact that he has made several representat

Foto be regularly appointed as Class IV employee

Ffor  conducting a screening test and for regularlising hils
services. The action of the respondents is 1llegal,

v and discriminatory and thus has prayed for &
direction to the respondente to reengage the applicant and

fo regularise his services since juniors Lo bhe aoplicant

who had joined later

O R = R

had already been regularised.




N

stated that the application 1s harred by time as the
anplicant claims to have worked last in the year 1986 and

haeen

having

vears, ie pot maintainable under the law
5 They further - nleaded that in
Railway - Board reviewed the nolicy o3
calal 1ahour  and it was decided that

engaging

the anproval of the Divisional Sunerinten
desired that no fresh casual lahourer
without obtaining the annroval of the G

of more thanp 10

L1981 is had in law and thelr appointmenits are
void ab initio.
4 Tt is further stated that similar cases have
heen dismissed by the Tribunal by various Jjudgments
5 I have heard the learned counsel for the parties
and have gone through the records.
6. The learned ocounsel Ffor the aopplicant has
referred to a Jjudgment delivered by & Co-ordinate Bench at

Principal Banch on 27.9.1995 on 0A 2529/94 and other
connected matters. AL the )utsét T may mention that this
iudgment  does not help the applicant because as ner the
Judgment  the aforesaid cases were disposed of wiith 2




dirwction  that the netitioners in that case may approach

o

the DRM Ffor their

wndents has relied upon @ judgment in Dal Chand Vs

resnondents  has  relled o
oo, I % Others - 0A 1%40/97 decided on 23.2.98 whereln

reapondents  from March, 1979 to June, 1987 as & casual
1ahour hut the respondents have not included his name  in
the live casual labour register. The oA was dismissed

anel it was observed by the Tribunal that the fact that his
apnlication has been filed 12 vears afte; Hie las
sngagement  lends credence to the claim of the respondents
that the applicant has left the work on his own 1n  the
vear 1984 Similarly in another 0A& 701/97 - Dal Chand Vs
.0 I % Others decided on 26.2.19988 whereln it owas
hy the Tribunal that it is  difficult to
appreciate how the applicant could remain  silent  alter
ragn in agitating his jesue particularly when the
annlicant is stated to have ohtained temporary.status and
2111 his DA was digmissed. The respondents counsel  has

also relied upon OA 664/95 decided on 29.5.98 - Tulsl Ram

SANRSEUINEE N AT A S A it

seneral  Manager and Nthers wherein 1t was

cant keeps quiet for
and makes no efforts
resumnpntion would be
the work on his Oown

ore interested in
th the railways and
n is only an arter




7. There are numerous Jjudgments on this toplc and
T find that in this case the applicant 13 alleged Lo have
wor ked  during !98! to 1986 and thereafter he made a Tirst
representation  on 23.9.97. There iz no exnlanation

why he

1998, A nperusal of the

awn and head

the Live Casua

[ .

et For his reengagement.

8 T have no reasons to differ with these Jjudgments
o

sned apnlying the law laid down in those Judgments, I hold

2nnlicant has no merits and the same is
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