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Lentral Administrative Tribunal
Principal Bench

e 0H-1617/95

New Delhi, the 19th March, 1996,

" Hon'b.e Shri A.V, Haridasan, VG(J)

Hon'ble Shri R.K. Khooja, Member(A)

Krishan Kumar

3/o Shri Khushal Chand

Quarter No,148-A ~ \
FPitam Pura,
Velhi,34, . Rpplicant

(HdvocatesShri &,K, Bharduaj)

VS

1. General Manager
Northern Rgiluay,
Baroda House,
New Delhi,

Dy, Chief Engincer,
Northern Railuay
Tilak Bridge,

New Delhi,

aN]
[

3; The Senior Civil Engineer(Const)
Northernm Railuay,
Tilak Bridge,
New Delhi, - S , Respondents

(#dv, Shri B.K, Rggarwal)

ORUER (Oral )

Hon'ble Shri A.\v, Haridasan, VvC(3)

‘The applicant who commenced service
as casual labour in the Ngrthern Railusy w.e,f,
18.12.,1576 was granted temporery status w.e,f,

1.1.86'while he wss working as MCC along with

two others w,e,f, 1QQL by the impugned order

~dated 8,4,95, the responcdents haye reQerted
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the applicaht to the lower post of storeman in the

pay scale of Bs,825-1260, Thererore, he has filad

this application for yuashing that order and for
direction to the feSpondents to regularise hiﬁ as MCC,

‘He hes alleged in the applicatioh that while his jumiors

haye been regulerised in the post, the gplicant has

Whe

been discriminasted,

Z. The-respondenté seek to justify the action on

the ground that he'uas not'promoted on ad-hoc

basis but was utilised on ldcal basis as MCC in 1991

»uith those khalasis who yere_being utilised as mcc;
i

By order dt. 29,6.91, three other persons and applicant

were being utilised as MCC and paid the salary attached

to the post, Now that the project.in which the.

app1icant was utilised as MCC hgs been completed and
pow, there is no necessity to continue the ad-hoc
arrangement éﬂﬁ the applicant haé been revertéd

b&ck 'as storeman, IAs regafds the contention of the
applicant regarding the posting of respondent No,4 and
other persons, fhey contend that they are Wwork ing

in different project and utilisation is only on.local

. : . e A .
basis, The applicant has filed the rejcinder ard
ﬂu%gmb%’ < tond -

reiterﬁ{acathe charge taken by the respondents,
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3. Having perused the pleadings and angumesnts

and after hearing the counsel on either side, we do

not find any force in the claim of the spplicant for
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regularisation as MCC from 1565, Order deted 2§.e.1991 .
only states that they would be entitled to the scale
of pay as they were being utilised as MCL only
as a local arrangement, That does not amcunt to
o~
an ad-hoc promoﬁionl
4. The learned counsel for the applicant
invited cur attention to judgement in BR Rekhi and
others vs, ULI and others - (1995 (1) ATd 16 p.67 ).
The facts of the case under citation are entirely
different., In the case cited, the Bench was considering
the case of khalasis who had been working on ad-hoc
as MCC for a number of years and the decision taken
was to regdlarise those persons who was working Go cw
Voo Crr 2 The ntthcet /Al

N 1987,p/§ﬁe respondents have retained his
juniors and arbitrarily reverted him has no forcs
at all because the so called juniors are being
utilised as MCC in different projects where requirement
is there and not in the project where applicant
was working. The utilisation being cnly on purelf

‘ el
temporary local basis, the case of applicant that
juniors are retained while he is reverted has no

substance.,,

5. In the light of what is stated aone, we

do‘not find any merit in this OAK and therefore dismiss
the same, No order as to costs.,

( R.K. Ahcoja ( A.V, Haridasan)
Mem ' Vice Chairman(J)
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