
# CENTRAL AOPilNISTRATlUE rRIBUNAL

Principal Bsrch, N8i& Selhi

Osh* We. l45g/94

, Netd Delhi, Warch 8, 1995

Ha\i«BLE 3USTICE MR. B.C. SAKSENA, VICE-CHAIFMAN
HGN«8LE MR. S.R. AOIGE, MEffiER (A)

Shri Manahar ial,
S/o Shri Mohanlal,
R/© n-97, Sakfe|;,
New Delhi-110017. Applicant
(Shri K.N.R. Pillay, advscate)

VERSUS

1. Unlwi of Indie
through ths Secretary
Ministry ef Railways (Railway Bs^rd),
New Delhi.

2» The Divisional Railway Manager (P),
® Central Railway,

Dhansi.

3. Shri Manoj Pandey,
Sr. Oivisienal Personnel Officer,
Central Railway,
Dhansi. Respondents

(Shri p.S. Mahendru, Advocate)

ORDER (CRALI

HON♦BLE DUSTICE MR. B.C. SAKSENA, VICE-CHAIRMAN
HON*BLE MR. S.R. AOIGE, MEMBER (A)

Shri K.N.R. Pillay, learned csunsel fer the

applicant has emt fairly net pressed befgre us the

^ relief for quashing the erder ef terainatisn
dated 16.7.89. He has cenfineei his aubudssiais t©

relief ®f refusal tg screen the applicant at the

screening test m 16.3.1994 vide para 4Cvii|). it

has been indicated that in the said order that since

®n the date of the screening test ths applicant was

net on roll he cannot be placed m th® panel.

As far as casual labeurew are c®ncem«d.
Circular on the subject previdas f„ i,alnt^ance ef
live register. :,..The whole purpes® ef »aintainlni the
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llvm r«9ist«t is is cmsidsr tha easual latJsurar

K..-'' accer^ing t« th®ir length #f serwice and sfte? being

screened his name is ta be placed art the pan»l«

These previsiens can be gathered ff«n the circyl&r

fsr casual labeurers Issued by the Ministry ®f

Railways, Railway Beard threufh circular letter

dated 30.6.92. The learned ceunsel far the

respsndents strmously urged that ate® the appiicw^t

had net cempleted 120 days ®f uninterupted service

he did net attain the temperary status and, the refer®,

he was net eligible t@ be screened at the screening

^ test en 18.3.1994. This subaissien Is fallacieua

and untenable. The appllctfit*s aaras w«i there te the

casual labeur register and censequently he was called

fsr the screening test held »n 18.3.94, The

applicant Candidature should have been cwislderrt.

Me find fr®ro the letter dated 18.3,94 (Annexure A I)

•that the applicant was required t« attend at the

screening test. Thereafter en the screertlni file it

was noted that since the applicant was not w@rkln§

en the date ef screening test, he ceuld not be piac^

an panel. This is wholly untenablo.

® in view of t^^^ab^e wo^ quash the order issu^
by the respendents^that the applicant cai '̂b® includiri

in the screening test panel ®f the casual lab®ui«fs.

We direct that the respondents shall screon the

applicant again and en the basis of the adsessment

at the said screening the applicant shall be o«panoligg

and given all consequential benefits and relief
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accerding ts th® rslswant rules and circular®.

Th® C-A# is all*i®d t® Hf axtant

indicated abeu®, Ne srder t@ cests.

(S-R. AfDIG^ - (B.C. SAKSENA)iKSENA)
ReBfeer (a) yice-Chairmao


