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Allahabad : Dated this >k day of Jahfuary, 2000
Uriginal Application No, 233 of 1997
trigt . Jhanei

&‘u{u!l'.-
Hon'ble Mr, S, Biswas. AlM.
vishun Lal

§/0 Late shri pevi .
R/© House No,)26, Mohalla Mghaviranpura,
Nagra, Jhansi,
(sri R,K, Nigam, Advocate)
° e e o Applicant
Versus
1. Unicon of Indig

Through General Manager, _
central Railway, Mumbai. C.s.T.

2. The Chief workshop Mahager,

central Ral lway Wworkshop,
Jhansi,

(sri G P, agrawal, advocate)
e o .ReSPODdGNts
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The applicant has soughfregularisation as a casual

labour on the basis of the Railway Ministry'(Circular
dated 3-9-1996, According to this Circular approximately
56,000 casual labours-on the roll of Railways on 30=4-1996
were 10 be regularised by Jecember, 1997 as on one time
measure, Ihe applicant has cited that as cause of action
he has also submitted 5 slips dated 2-12-1983, 6-8-1983 and
9-12-1985 (containing three slips) to show that he was a
casual.labour of the Railway pepartment at Jhansi Central
Rallway Workshop, 1n all he has worked from 3-5=1982 to
31-7-1987, 2=-5-1983 10 30-7-1983, 1-4-1985 to. 15-7-1985,
16-7-1985 t0 15-8-1985 and 16-8-1985 t0 ]5-10-1985 in
all 378 days in five spells from )982 to 1985, He has
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also claimed that his name figers in the live casual 1aboyr
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register, In hisg application, the applicant has menti oneg

that that decasualisation afid regularisation znnourc o

by the Kailway Ministry is unjer Consideration, withoyt

2. The g application has been contegteq by the
resowngents coungel stating thgt the VA 1s time barreq,

The cause of action actually arose in this case on
15-10-1985 when the applicant cegseq to regin cgusal
employee of the Rallway, The FéspoOnaents denied to haye
recelved aly representstion made in the year, 1996 for
regularisati on, Hence, the matter is not under consideration
of the Railway at all, The applicgnt 4doeg not holg ahy
casual labour card, The one which was projuceg Was also

NOT founy genuine pecause of this the apllicant was not

eNgageq,

3. [lhe respongentg also pointed that in the C.W.M, Ufice
where the applicant ig stated to ngvye worked, no liye
register is maintginegy for Casual labours, 50 there is no

question of hig ngpe figuring in any liye Casual register,

4., In view of the above, 1 have algo considered the
various citations made by both siges, Prior to l=1-1984,
the Hon'ble supreme Court in pakshin Aailway Employees
union, Triyendryn Jivision ys, General Manager, southern
Rallway and Urs (W@ No,332 of 1986) held that the decigion
should pe implementeq in a phased manner according to the

schedule given pelows.
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'Length of service (i,e, continyoys Date from whic
employment) may be treated
as temporary,
(1) Those who have completed fiye l=1-198]

years of service as on j.).j98]
° ; t t
(1i) Those who havecompletey three l=1~1982
y€ars but less than fi ve y ears

of service as on 1-1-1981;

(3ii) Those who have completeq 360
days butl less than three y ears
of service ags on l=1~-1981; 1-1~-1983
(iv) Those who have completed 360
days after )-)_j98). l=1-1984 or
the date on which 360
days are completed

whichever ig laten
4, The case of the applicant ig not cOvered within thig

provision, The Rallway Board Circular isg specific that
those who were in the live register of casual workers as
ON 30-4-1996 would pe ngi-f-/é:ta regularise 3s per the
circular. The applicant had ceased to pe @ casual employee
w.e,f, 15-]10-1985 and his Name does not figure in the liye
register nor his empl oyment card was found to pe genuine,
5, For the abOve reasons the applicaticn is palpably

(o IR T (VIS o
time barred/\on both countsg, o therefore, dismiss the
VA as NOt maintainable, There shall be no order as to
COsts,

S CBunal, "
Member ( 4)



