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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRISUNAL
PRINCIRL  BENCH
NEJ DEHT

0A No.B94/96 Date of. decision 16.1.1997
Hon'ble Smt. Lakshmi Syaminathan, Member (3J)

sh, Jagdish Prashad s/o ‘Punfu Singh
C/o Mohinder Singh,Rly.Colony,

Thomson Road, New Delhi, _
_ : eoo Applican t
(By Advocates shri 0,S.Mahendru )

Vs,

1. Union of India through
The General Manager,
Central Railway, Bombay VII

2., The Divisional Railway Manager, |
Central Railway, Jhansi

eses Raspondents

(8y Advocate Sh.0.P.Kshtriaya )

0 RDE R (ORAL) i

(Hon'ble Smt. Lakshmi Suaminathan, Member (J)

Heard the learnad counsal for both the parties.

2. The applicant is aggrievaﬂ by the action of the
respondants in not reinstating him in service‘aftar his
acquittal in thecriminal charge (Case No.533/86) by the
Court of Chief Judicial Majistrate,Jhansi dated 1.12,1994,
Thé applicant qlaims that he uas initially appbinted on
'4,5,83 under the Chief Telecom.Insp:ctor(Microvave),
Central Railuay, Jhansi till 11,9.85 as casual labou er.
. After the judgment of th;;laarnedrﬂhiaf Judicial Majistrate ,
Jhansi, he had made a representation to the respondents

6n 4,1,1995 for re—squemant uith cdntinuity of service,

He has also anclosead coﬁy of the céftiFiCab isal ed by the
) Chief.TaleCOh Inspector sthing'that he had worked from
4.5.83'to.ﬁ8.7.85 i th intermitteng breaks Shri D.S., Mahendru
laarned counsel has relied on Eha 5udgment of this Tribunal

in Aghok Kumar and Ors., v,Union of .India and Ors(0A 3055/91)

decided on 18.9.92 nd the judgmanﬁ of the Suprems Court
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in State of Punjab v. Shambhu Nath $hingla(19% (1) SC 5L3 92).

Ha, therefore, claims that the appllca1t should be reinstatad
as Casual labow er as he has beesn acquitted in the criminal
chafge by the Chief Judicial Majistraté, Jhansi i th seniority,
but he do:s not prass for the baék wages during the period. he

wasnot in service.

3. 1 have seen the reply filed by the respondents and

o

I hdva also heard Shri 0 P, Ksh/trlaya, ld.couuseal for the

Tespondents, According to the respondents, the applic nt had

ngt besan gré1téd temporary .status and ﬁe did not turn up for ,
. was i
duty aFtsr 3.9.85 when the crlmlnal Casa/panding aga.ﬁst him

or thereaftear,

4, Tha(D) fects of thz case in State of Punjab v.Shambhu

Nath shingla(supra)are distinguishable from thz facts gnd

the raspondents shall é%"reéngagg the applicant §n service

circumstances uith tha instant case as the applicant baforae us

has not been suspended, Houevar, the judgment of the Tribunal in

Ashok .Kumar and Ors, V, U, 0.1, & UFS<SUpra) would ba applicabl%i
particularly having regard e to the fact that the

applicaats in that case had also b=en dealt Ultﬁwlha criminal
case 533/86 decided on 1-12-1994,

5. In the facts and circumstarces of the case, thersfors,

as Casual leabour er if thay have work of this natu;a availabla-
and the se:vicas renderad by him previausly uill count touards

seniority, Th= applicant shall not b= entitl:a:d to anyv back

vages since tha applicant was .not granted tsmporary status :
and it is an admitted fact that h2 had .not worked for the-. ‘ i

intervening periods ‘ . ‘ : ’

6.° ~ * 0.A. is digposed of as abowe, No ordar ag to Costs,
' ) »(‘ :7M 2,
o - ' Smt Lakshml Suamlnathan)

Memoer (J)
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