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_nion-of India through
~ Gengrel Manager,-

Northém Railuay,
Baroda House,
Neu Delhi..

2. 'Ihe DLVlsmnal Railway Manager,
Northem Railuay, .
Delhi Division,
near New Delhi RLY'. station,

Nab.l Delhio eevs e RES{JOH dmts.’

2)0, A No . 1558/97
1. Raj Kumacr §/0 shri Birsala,
2. Jagdish -$/o - shri Baktu.
3. Munsh:‘.'_‘_l;_al /o shri Rem Swarup,

4. tharampal §fo shri ohirja FRem,

§. Jeewan Dass %o Shri Hukum Ram,
6. Sathir .§/o shri Bhaguana,
R/o C-215, Laxmi Park, Nengaloi,
New Delhi. .......mplicants.

Yarsus

1. Union of India

through

The General Manager,
Northem Railuay,
Baroda Housaey.

New Delhie

2. The Bhvisional Railuay Manager,
Northem Railway, Bikaner 0ivision,

Bikaner R
( BJ) Cs e, Respondmtsa

Shri Yogesh Shamma for applicants
shri R.L.Ohawan for respggda'ftai )
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Thos. tuo OAs inuol ve common quastiona of

'.',lau and fact ‘snd are boing diSposod of by this
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f‘cuumon ‘or dar.
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2. In both OAs gpplicants seek inclusion of
their names in the Let Register and engagement

in praf’erence to jmiors and outsiderse

3. In GA No.444/% applicents db not dany that

they wers mgaged as casual labourers for 84 days and

68 days respactively in different wrking spells
during 1982, 1983 and 1984, They claim that they were
disenga'ged after completion of w rk, but this claim

is not swported by any cdocuments, They also claim

to have represented for inclusion in the LC L Register
in June, 1997 i.g, after 13 ygaps of disengagsment and

Upon getting no response have filed this 0a in 19%8,

4, Similarly in 04 No.1558/97 applicants

d not deny respondents' averments in theip reply

that they wers engagad for short periods in broken
spells betueen 1984 ang 1989, Thay also claig that

they wers disengaged due tg compl etion of wrk, but this
claim too is not Swported by any dboments, and thepg :
is no specific denial to the avements of‘ respondents
that they wers detaided for Security patrolling ang
left servica without any intimation to their senior
'subordinata Inchargae,.

1
/

5. fplicents representaeqd in 1996 (Anexuremp/1)
and filed this 03 in 1997,
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6. I.have-heard applicants’ counsel Shri

Sharma and respondents’ counsel Shri Dhawan in both

o, B 44/3

to. be.

'appixc&nts" Y ‘been d1scharged‘after 1 1.81 are

Lnqud d\an, LCL Reglster on~the - basis of

LRaiLwayﬂBoardfs letter dated 11 9 86 and 22.8.87.

»wwIt*rs contended that persons Jun1or to applicants

have been engaged by . respondents g1v1ng them a
cause of- -action. Reliance has been placed on
various rulings ineluding 0.A. No. 1797/94
RaghuraJ Slngh Vs UQI; _O.A. No. 1821 Bharat
Singh Vs. UOI;' ‘0. A. No. 292/97 Sube Singh &
Ors. Vs. UOI & Ors.; 0.A. No;i '867/95 Vijay

Singh & Ors. Vs. UOI; 0.A. No. 2441/91 Net Ram

- & Ors. Vs, UOI & Ors. 0.A. No. 2702/92

Girdhari & Ors. UOI & Ors.; 0.A. No. 1236/91
Ram Niwas Sharma Vs.UOI & Ors.

8. Theee‘qontentjpns are challenged by
respondents’ counsel Shri Dhawan who has also

relied upon a number of rulings,
8. I have considered the matter carefully,

10. Under Rule 179 (xiii) IREM Vol. I
1989 Edition a casual labourer has to put in at
least 180 days of serVice (even in broken periods)

to qualify for'plecement in the LCL Register. This

asserted ) thatﬂ

DA



‘.expressl

“,ﬁegister.
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Rule has prxma:y over any execut1ve‘ instructions,
- 08 ’ : -

and(appllcant:ko A. No. 444/98 do not have the
aforesaid “No. of daye offservice to thexr credit'

SR, 29 TS 1
the1r cla1m for 1nclusxon Ln.LCL Regxster cannot be

JLLght of thls aforesald Rule, app11cants N0~1,‘3 5

& 6 are 1ne11g1ble for 1nclu510n in the LCL

I1. - That apart, as the 1ast'engagement of
the applicants. -Qas i 1989 and there are - no
materials to show that they represented until a
number of years had passed, it lends greater
probability and evidence of respondents’ contention

that they left work of their own accofd.

12, On these very grounds in O.A. No.
2012/96 Jaipal Vs. UOI & Ors. O0.A. No. 727/96
Sube Singh'Vs. -UOI ‘& Ors.; ande 0.A. No. 584/97
Dharambir Singh Vs. UOI & Ors. the claims of
thqse applicants fdf inclusion in LCL Register and
engagement were rejected and the O0.As were
dismissed, . I see no reason to take a different

view.

13. Both 0.As are dismissed. No costs.

(S.R." Adigd)
Vice Chairman (A)




