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CENTRAL ACfllNlSTRATIVE TRIBUN^A|. PRINCIPAL BENCH
Neu Del hi ̂ Oated this the 7 ' day o f Dac«ib»5»199a

lt»n 'bl e ̂  R, 5. rI AOI G& VICET CHaI RPl AN Ca) . ,

r;'
\n-bi NoU44/l998

•  \

inil Kub ar i,3^cv;.'Shri Bpbtr Lal» . '

2^ teshan Lai ^^b .Shid phblo Ri*»

F/o C-24, Gali No»1, Kajurl Khas,
DsIhI-94^ .... Aspll-canta*

!fe-r3U3

i  : V '
Northern F^iluay,

Uhion of .India through

General Wanagerf

Baroda House,.

Neu'.Oelhi.

2. The Olyisional , Ralluay manager.
Northern Railway,
Delhi Division,
near New Delhi Fay*. Station,
New Delhi. Respon daita.^

2>Cr'.-ft.No .1558/97

1. Raj Kumar S/O Shri Birsala,

2. Dagdish .^q Shri Baktu#

3» munsht Lai s/o Shri RanSuarup,

.4.- Dharampal s/q Shri Ohirja Ram,

5. Deeuan Dass ^o Shri Hukua Ran,

5.- Sath 1 r S/o Sh ri B hag uan a,

r/o C-215, Laxmi Park, Nangaloi,

Neu Delhi. A^pii^snts.

Versus

1. Union of India

through

The General manager.
No rt ha m Rail tjay,

/  Baroda Houssy

/  Neu Delhl.^

.  The fflbidsional Railway manager.
No rthe'm Railuay, Bikaner Division,

Bikanar (Raj^''' ••••••Respondents,
Shri Yogesh Sharma for applicants.
Shri R.L.Qhauan for re^ondentaj
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ORDER

J /I JHHMtBl F R.floiGF gjcr CHfllRWaWffl^ t j
y

lh«s« tuo OAS inuolva coisraon quastlons of

.law and fact ara baing disposad of by thia

bdnadn" o I" da r7

2# In both OAS applicants saak inclusion of
-  i

their names in the LC L Register and engagemtftt

in preference to juniors and outsiders,

^ A No.444/98 applicants db no t deny that

thay were ngaged as casual labourers for 84 days and

68 days respectively in different uorking spells
during 1 902, 1983 and 1 984. They claim that they uera

disengaged after completion of uoik, but this claim
\

is not si^ported by any documants. They also claim

to have represanted for inclusion in the LC L Register
in Dune, 199? i.e. after 13 years of disangaganant and

upon getting no response have filed this Oa in 1950..

"• SlmUarly In OA No.1350/97 applicant.
c*> not dany raapondmta' ayamanta in th.ir reply
that thay uara engaged fb r ahort period, in broken
spalls hetuaen 1 964 and 1989, Thay also clal. that
they oere dlaangagad due to completion of ,ork. but thia
claim too ia not a^,ported by any document., and there ^
1. no spacific denial to the a^c„ts of responddita
that they uer. detali.d for decurity patrolling and
left sereice uithout any intimation to their senior !
subordinate Incharge. I

S. "P"c»'tadin 199s (Annexure-Afl)
and filed this in 1997.
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6. I have heard applicants' counsel Shri

Sharma and respondents' counsel Shri Dhawan in both

0. As.

■  - * X'-i '
!  I /

'Sharm" -^ has*" ̂ 'asserte that
■ - " -—rXTr'T": '' V

applicants havf^^t^en discharged after 1.1.81 are

.-.in LCL ̂ Register on "the - basis of

•Railway Board's letter dated 11.9.86 and 22.8.87.

■-It-*i-s. contended : that "persons junior to applicants
heen engaged by . respondents giving them a

cause of action. Reliance has been placed on

various rulings including O.A. No. 1797/94
Raghuraj Singh Vs. UOI; O.A. No. 1821 Bharat
Singh Vs. UOI; O.A. No. 292/97 Sube Singh &
Ors. Vs. UOI & Ors. ; O.A. No. 867/95 Vijay
Singh & Ors. Vs. UOI; O.A. No. 2441/91 Net Ram
& Ors. Vs. UOI & Ors. O.A. No. 2702/92
Girdhari & Ors. UOI & Ors. ; O.A. No. 1236/91
Ram Niwas Sharma Vs.UOI & Ors.

8. These contentions are challenged by
respondents counsel Shri Dhawan who has also
relied upon a number of rulings.

9. 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 placement in the LCL Register. This
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Rule has primacy over any executive instructions,
0  Xet.

and^appiicantf^O.A. No. 444/98 do not have the

aforesaid No. of days of service to their credit,

their claim for inclusion in LCL Register cannot be

jmt^in'"^^" appl i cant a^-in"-OJAt^^' No-;--^^ 155 -

stated"by ' fesjpondents in their reply have hot been

expressly contraverted by respondents^-and in tne

light of this aforesaid Rule, applicants No.1, 3. 5

& 6 are ineligible for inclusion in the LCL

Register.

11. That apart, as the last engagement of

the applicants, was in 1989 and there are no

materials to show that they represented until a
I

number of years had passed, it lends greater

probability and evidence of respondents' contention

that they left work of their own accord.

12. On these very grounds in O.A. No.

2012/96 Jaipal Vs. UOI & Ors. O.A. No. 727/96

Sube Singh Vs. UOI & Ors.; ande O.A. No. 584/97

Dharambir Singh Vs. UOI & Ors. the claims of

those applicants for inclusion in LCL Register and

engagement were rejected and the O.As were

dismissed,. I see no reason to take a different

view.

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

3»'i
-f. s

(S.R. idige)
Vice Chairman (A)

/GK/


