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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL PRINCIP AL GENCH
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0,n.No.1464/1998
o 'y gJ/k
. Ney -Delhis Dated : this the day of nNec,,98

~HIN'SLE MR.S. R ADIBE, VICE CHATRAN (8)

Rop Chan d;_ ’ B E £,
s/o Sh, Tej: Ram, " -
R/fo =-y2-892, Pankha Rdad,

Nengal Reyz, Fig

N eu Dalhi. X essesfpplicant,

x(By Qd\qcate. Shri U Srlvastava)

s Versus
--—-—-!

© 1, Union of’ India thmdgh

The Secretary,
,g}irustry of Defsncs,
“south Blook,

New Dslhi,

2. The EMginesr-in=-Chisf B:;-anch (=2 0ord),
aAmy Headquarter, :
Keshmir House,
Rajazi Marg,
New Delhi.-

3. The Chief Engineer,
Nelhi Zone , MES Headquarters,

Delhi CAtt=-10

4, The Garr},son Engineer,
Garrison Engineer s Central Delhi Cantt-10.

(By Adwecsate: Shri R.P.Agarwal )
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HON'BLE MR, S, Re ADIGE, VICE CHAIAMAN (),

‘\3:-_{ v

fpplicant prays for rsengagenent acs.a
Casu‘él:l“'i;abourer in preference to juniors and

s
outsiders,

2, ppplicanut:m rked as a N,azdgor with respondents
'qn ‘daily rated baeiﬁ for a__period of 150 days

during 15.4.86 to 18.12,86, He approached

the authoriti‘es in 1986, that is after 10 years

for feengagement @s a regular Mazdor, and that
prayer wss fejected vide order dated 12.12.96
(annexure-a/1), pplicant contends that hile

he is nof_being reengaged , otHers junior to

him are yg rking,
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3y Reepondents in reply paoint out that

applicant's cause of action arose on his
disengagement i.s. on 18.12.86 yheress this

OAf has baanj filsd in August,1998 i.s., after

the e#piry of 11 yesars 8 months and ie therefore
hit by limitatio’r;}. They state that as appli:‘rg':‘_;ant«
never app wached the autmi;j:?.:tiss after his :
disenga‘gement on 18,12.86, the question of his

engagenent in p'ref‘arenfcié”to others doss not

arisees - e

4.' I have heard both sides.
5. The Tribunal?'s orders in GQ_N0.2718/97;

it

894/98; and 249/98 filed by applicsnt in stpport |

~of the contention in the 0p & not help the

applicant, because in ngne of them is the interwal
of time between their disengagement and their
app roaching the authorities or the Tribunal anygyhere

near 11 years 8 months,.

&.- In the resuit the On is diSpO;.‘«Bd of with

a direction to respondents that surject to
a\f/ailability' of work they should conside‘r
reenqaging applicant as a casual labourer in
accordance with rules and :i;?jn;‘étruc.tions,and without
compeliing ‘him to qget his neme 'qunso red by the |
fployment Exch‘a#gé., he having-aléhead-y wo rked

with respondents in 1986,

Te The D,E\ is disposed of in tems of para 6

abho va, No bostse

/ug,r’"



