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O.A. No. 2674/^92
T.A. No. I\)fj^/^s-y 1^1^ ^

DATE OF DECISION ^ ^̂ ^3
ahri jri Chand ahdm- Petitioner

CAT/7/12

N THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNJILL
NEW DELHI

aiui Bhaila, hL Lhri Advocate for the Petitioner(s)

Versus

Uniun oF India Respondent

Advocate for the Respondent(s)'

ORAM

eHon'bleMr. 3.P.^ha rma , f^lember (j)

Hon'ble Mr. iM . K.Uerfna , l^.ember (a)

1. Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the Judgement ?

2. To be referred to the Reporter or not ?

3. Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgement ?

4. Whether it needs to be circulated to other Benches of the Tribunal ?

JUOGEflCNT

(Hon*ble Shri t>i. K.Uerina , Memtmr .(H)

The applicjiit in t hia l. .a , is clainino grant of

t erripora ry statuo as a casual labourer from the year 1577

as he uorkod fur more than four months continuously in a

yeajr uito 24—9—1 977^ Itthr^t the oider>

contained in Railuay Bo rj's letter (an.l) dated 12-7-73',

He aloO prays that he ohouio be : iyen uork as casual

labourer in preference to r8fr0sh:-:;rs as per Railuay Board's

orders cont-^in -d in the same femo st an.l.

/4

2, short facts of the case are that the applicant has

proauceck record of saruice Card No,6l24& in uhich he has

been certified to, have uorkad as a casual labourer in the

haiiuays for a l or iod of 130 days by the Permanent 'Jay

Inspector, hort hern Ra ilu ay, P' aphundl during the year 1977,



1

He held been out uf job all the time thereafter and he

made a representation against non-grant of temporary

statue to the PUI, R,F>ailijay, Phophund on 4-5-92, He

has not been given any final reply in the mat.ter so far

and hence the applicatiun to the Tribunal,

3, In the counter submitted by the respondents it

uas brought to the notice of the Tribunal that the application

made by the applicant is very vague as it does not give

the d4j|tz»W of the impugned order nor cioes he state the

date of termination. They also denied that a cagual

labourer card as claimed by the applicant uas issued to

him. The casual labourer card uas not iosued to the

applicant but to another person called ahri dajnam Singh

son of Gulzari Lai. The -ipi licant's Dam.e is also not

borne on the live casual register of P'al Phophund, The

t.ailuay respondents denied that the applicant uas ever

appointed as casual labourer by the PUI Phophund and hence

the impugnad order of the Railuay Board does not apply

in this case.

4. Ue haard learned counsels for both t he sides. The

claim of the applicant is hopelessly time barred as the

cause of act ion, hai^fa^ arisen in 1977 uhen he uas not given

temporary status as per the F\aiiuay Board's instructions

of 1973, Delay in having the matter sorted out at the

appropriate level in i he Railuay Board ana latter at the

level of this Tribunal could not be explainedby the learned

counsel for the applicant. since the respondents have denied

that the casual labourer card uas ever issued to the

applicant by the PUI Phophund, the claim of the applicant

cannot stano even the preliminary scrutiny. Ue therefore
fOF-

find the application devoid of any merits and dismiss

accordingly.

|̂\l. li-Lc
( N.K.UERFIh ) , ( J.P.aHHlTlM ) Ppi
fiember (^). , Member (3)


