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Neu Delhi, the 19th T'larch, 1996.

Hon'biB 3hri h.U. Haridasan, \IC{3)
Hon'ble 3hri R.K. Mhooja, r^iember(Aj

Krishan Kumar
3/o Shri Khushai bhand
Quarter Wo,14B-A
Pitam Pura,
Delhi. 34 ,

(Hdv/ocate;Shri R.K. Bharduaj)
Applica nt

o

o

us

1. General nanager
Northern Railuay,
Baroda House,
Weu Delhi.

2. Dy. Chief Engineer,
Northern fiailuay
Tilak Bridge,
Neu) Delhi. '

3; The Senior Ciuil Ehgineer(Gonst)
Northern Railyay,-
Tilak.Bridge,
Neu Delhi. . ..

(Rdu. Shri B.K, Rgqarual)

Respondents

DRuER (Oral )

Hon'ble Shri A.U. Haridasan, UC(3)

The applicant uho cammenced seruice

as casual labour in the Northern Railway u.e.f.

18.12.1976 was granted temporary status w.s.f.

1.1.86 while he was working as ncC along with

two others w.e.f. 1991^ by the impugned order

oated 8.4.95, the responaents hav/e reuerted
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the applicant to the louer post of storeman in the

pay scale of Ps.825-1260. Therefore, he has filed

this application for trashing that order and for

direction to the respondents to regularise him as flCC.

He has alleged in the appiicatioh that uhile his jumiors

ha:v/e" been regularised in the post, the ̂ plicant has

been discriminated.

2. The' respondents seek to justify the action on

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

basis but uas utilised on local basis as flCC in 1991

with those khalasis uho uere being utilised as flCC.
I

By order dt. 29.6.91, three other persons and applicant

uere being utilised as flCC and paid the salary attached

to the post. Nou that the project in uhich the .

applicant uas utilised as flCC haS bean completed and
CXyO '

^  there is no necessity to continue the ad-hoc

arrangement a-prei the applicant has been reverted

back 'as storeman. As regards the contention of the

applicant regarding the posting of respondent No. 4 and

other persons, they contend that they are uorking

in different project and utilisation is only on local

basis. The applicant has filed rejoinder arrrh

r e-i L e 1' a-10'fiW t^e cha-t-^ taken by the respondents.

3. Having perused the pleadings and ^riQumnnt c

and after hearing the counsel on either side, ue do

not find any force in the claim of the applicant for
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regularisation as riCC from 1965. Order dated 29'.6.1991
only states that they uould be entitled to t he scale
of pay as they cere being utilised as flCC only
as a local arrangement. That does not amount to

an ad-hoc promotion.

4  The learned counsel for the applicant

invited our attention to judgement in BR Rekhi and

others us. U6I and others - (1995 (l) '^TJ 16 p.67 ).

The facts of the case under citation are entirely

different. In the case cited, the Bench uas considering

the case of khalasis uho had been uorking on ad-hoc

as nCC for a number of years and the decision taken

uas to regularise those persons uho uas uorking too c>v9
9 4^ QiuJ' ■' t' /^

^ 1 967, respondents have retained his

juniors and arbitrarily reverted him has no force

O  at all because the so called juniors are being

utilised as C'lCC in different projects uhere requirement

is there and not in the project uhere applicant

uas uorking . The utilisation being only on purely -
•Cj

temporary local basis, the case of applicant that

juniors are retained uhile he is reverted has no

substance.,

5, In the light of uhat is stated above, ue

do not, find any merit in this Dm and therefore dismiss

\j^e same. No order as to costs.

( R,K, f^hcoja ( H.\y. Haridasan)
nemJi&r^-RT V/ice Chair ma n(3)
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