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CENTRAL ADMINISI'RATIVE TRIBUNAL 

ALLAHABAD BENCH ~LAHABZ.O. 
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\ OPEN COURT 

Hon'ble Mr.Justice R.R.K. Trivedi, v.c. 

Avadh Narain Shukla 
S/o - Shri. Ram Kalyan 
Shukla R/o Village Gahur, P.O. Bargarh 
District Chhatrapati Shahuji Maharajnagar • 

. 
By this O.A., filed under section 19 of Central 

Administrative Tribunals Act 1985, the applicant has 

prayed for a direction to the respondents ~o absorb 

and regularise the applicant to any post in Class IV 

against any existing posts in the Central Railway. 

He claim~n that he has rendered service for more than 

240 days. 

' 
from 25.04.1979 to 09.08.1979 as Casual Hot Weather 

Waterman a~ Kataiya Dan~i Railway Station. Again he 

was engaged from 21.os.-1979 to 18.12.1980' as Casual 

Kh a.I a sf, ; It is also claimed that £mm 01.01.1981 the 

applicant was engages as Ticket Q:>n+-.,...actors at Kat-_ L--?~~ ~ 
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• • • • •.• • • • • • Applicant. 

(By Advocate : Sri H.C. Pathak) 

Versus. 

The Union of India 
through the General Manager 

. Central Railway, 
Jabalpur. 

The Divisional Railway Manager 
Central Railway, 

.rrabalpur. 

• •••••••••• Respondents. 

- (By Advocate : Sri G. P. Agrawal) 
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The brief facts of the case are that he worked 
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Darid.l', T::.hereafter the applicant has not worked in any! 

capacity. The claim of the applicant has been rejected 

by a reasoned order passed by the Divisional Railway 

Manager,Central Railway, Jabalp~, a copy of which has 

been filed as Ann~xure A-1. In~ the order it is stated 

that the applica~:. was screened and interviewed for 
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engagement but he could not get 
\_l---,, "( e.~~~p.:::~ .. ~ 

candi~ate[was. having_Casual Service 

had only 400 days to his credit. The 

the chance as the rast 
~ ~ ,( 

of 6 7 3 days and tfie o..{+t1~vi. 
learned counsel for 

the applicant plac.ed relic.ance on the grou_nd No. 5. 3 

wherein it is stated that the applicant was found 
o\ ,U yl.. 

sui tab171 .... is number was 1281 in order of merit but 

,' 

he was'not selected for some extraneous condition~ 
C>' '\.~'-" 

Whereas in paragraph 4.12 the applicaif-c.1has stated that 

Roll N<!J.ijlber of the applicant was 128 and thus, there is 
c,t "" . '- ' ..__\ 

a serious discrepancy and variance~ the pleading 
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and submi s s Lcn s made by app l Lcant; appears to be unjustified 

and calls for no interference by the Tribunal. Original 

Application has no merit and accordingly rejected. 

N~ order as to costs. 
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Vice-Chai zman , . 
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Mani sh/- 
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