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Counsel for the
Applicant (s )

VERSUS

________.I~'e~/~q(~~~~~ ~ __~----~Respondent (s)

________ ~~~b~---~c:~f~.~~~~~~~~~~V~9a~~i~/~-----------Counselfor the
7J - Respondent (5 )

CORAM------
Hon 'ble Mr .--l~~~~~~:::=;'~IIW-~ .G .,4v~1effibe-£( )
Hon 'ble Mr. Member ( )

1. Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed
to see the judgment '] j ~

2. To be referred to the Reporters or not '] "'-\b

3. hhether their Lordship wish to see the fair
copy of the judgment ']

~O

4. ~hether to be circulated to all Benches '] (,",-U
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ReSERVED

CENT~AL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, ALLAHABAD BENCH
ALLAHABAD------

Allahabad : Dated this 7~kday of November, 2000.

Original Application No. 1346 of 1997
CORAM :_
Hon 'bls fllr,Rafi9uddin. J .M.

Shri lotan, Singh,
5/0 Shri Raghbir Singh,
Casual Khalaa1
working as Pump Uperator
Under Inspector of Works
Central Railway,
Mathura Junction.
(Sri VK Barman, Advocate)

• • • • • Applicant

Versus

1. Union or India Through
General i!Ulnager,
Central Railway,
Bombay V.T.

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

3. The Assistant Engineer·,
Central Railway,
Mathura Junction.

(Sri G.P. Agrawal, Advocata)
• • • • Respondents

o R D E R- - - --
B~ Montble p~. Rafiguddin. J.M.

The applicant Lotan Singh, who was engaged as a
casual labour was ultimately granted temporary status
w~e.f. 10-7-1986. Later on he was ecreened on 30-12-1996
and his services ware ragularised as employee or the
respondents and was posted vide latter dated 14-5-1997 by
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- 2 _
the Asst. Engineer, entral Railway, Mathura (respondent
no.3), under PWI Kosi Kala as a Gangman, The grievance or
the applic ant is that although he had been angag.ed and
paid as Khalsai, but he had had been put to work as
a Pump Operator after giving him training of the post of
Pump Operator of 7 days. Thus, after having put in more
than 20 ye ars of service as a Pump Operator, which is
a nigher post than the Khalaai and Gangman, neither his
service as Pump Operator has been regularised nor he.
has been paid salary of Pump IJperator. The applicant,' I;

therefore, has filed this OA seeKing direction to the
respondents to regularise his ssrvices as a Pump Operator
and to pay salary of Pump Operator to him.

2. I have heard counsel for both the parties and
perused the record carefully.

3. lr has been contended by the learned counsel for
the respondents that since the service of the applicant
has bean regulari ed as a Gangman after his screeningand
on 30_12-1995,/he-has been posted as a Gangman vide
order dated 14_5_1997, copy of uhich has been annexad
as An.1exure_CA_2 and the post of Pump Operator being a
post of skillad artisan, the applicant cannot claim his
regularisation/post of Pump Operator. It has also been
contended that essential qualification for tha post of
Pump Operator is that such person should be literate and
skilled artisan and also should possess I.T.l. Certificate.
The applicant is neither literate nor has obtained I.T.I.
Certificate, so ha is not even eligible to be appointed aa
Pu~p aperator. It is no doubt admitted that the applicant
uas given 7 days training of the oump Operator but that
does not make him 11gibla to be appainted as Pump Operator.
Th~ applicant after his appointment as Gangman is baing
paid salary of Gangffian.It is alsa contended that mere
lOOking after as casual Pump Operator, he is not entitled
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for the salary or Pump Operator. The applicant never
insisted for the salary of Pump Operator and on the
other hand had accepted the salary of :<halasi/Gangman
without any protest. It is also mentioned by the learned
counsel for the respondents that the applicant aven
naver applied for his appointment as Pump Operator.

r

He merely appeared before the screening committee and
having been medically declared fit in 8_1 Category his
services have been utilised a8 a Gangman in the Engineer
Department. Since the applicant has no basic qualification
for the post of Pump Operator, the claim of the applicant
is riot justified.

4. I find force in the contention of the Idarned counsel
for the respondents that the applicant does- not possessing
the esaen~ial qualifications for his appoin-tment as pump
Operator, his services cannot be regularised on the post
of Pump Operator. Since, the applicant has not been
appointed as Pump Operator as per rules, he cannot be
equated with regular Pump Operators doing Similar works.
Th~ appointment and lDode of selection and the qualification
of the applicant cannot be compared with regular PuiilP
Operators who have been appointed as per rules. Hence,
the applicant is not entitled far salary of Pump OperataI'
on the prinCiple of aqual pay for equal work.

5. However. 1 find that the respondents have not
disputed the fact that'the applicant has been lOOking
after the work of Pump Operator, his services may be
regularisad on that post on the basis of hiB experience,
if the rules permit re~axation in respect of essential
qualification on the basis of experience. It therefore,
while rejecting the c'la1m of the applic ant for regu larisatill'l
of his service as Pump uperator and his claim for his
payment of' salary as Pump Operator,

Q\:1
dispose of this Q
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with the direction to the respon~ents to con~ider the
case of the applicant for appointment/regularisation as
Pump Operator as and when vacancy for Pump Operator arises

• in the near future in the light of the observation made
in this order. There shall be no order as to costs.

\:?~r-'~~
Member (J)


