
CENTRAL ADM'INISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
ALLAHABAD BENCH 

ALLAH.ABAD 

{OPEN COUR'r) 

day of MAY, 2008. 

HON•BLE MR. N.D. DAYAL, MEMBER· A 

ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO. 686 OF 2005 

1. Chhote Lal, S/ o Sri Ram Nare~, 
R/ o Auta, Tehsil- Meja, Distt. Allahabad. 

2. Bailrun tl1 Prasad, S/ o Sri Videsltl, 
R/ o Nevadhiya, Tehsil- M~ja, Distt. Allahabacl 

1. 

2. 

VERS U S 

Union of India throu gh General Manager, 
:r~orth East Railway, Lucknmv. 

The Deputy Chief En gineer (Constru ction), 
Nortl1 East Railway, Lucknow. 

.... ........ ... Applicants. 

3. Tho Senior D.ivisional Engineer, N.E . Ra.il,va.y, Luckno~r. 

4. The Inspector of Wo1·ks (Const.ruction), 
N.E. Railway, Lucknoiv. 

Co1wsel for the Applicants: 

.. . .. . ..... . .... .l~esponde:i1ts 

PJ·esent for tl1e Respondents : Sri Anil K1unru· 

Q_RDER 

Titls matter is listec1 for 11earir1g and is taken up u11der r1tl~ 15 of 

C.A.T (Proccdnrc) Rt1le~. 1987 A.s 11onc l1As appt>~U'~d for the t1ppliccu1ts. 

2. Sr.i Anil l(umru· learned counsel for tl1e rcspo11<lents sul)tnits that 

as per order recorded on 15.07 .2005 tl1e cau se of 8<:1jo11 ru·o~e 1!3 yea.rs 

ago w1d tl1ere is 110 t)pplica.tior1 for condo.tlt:ttiou of tiela:y filt.~i despite 

opport wuty givtm. Ill Lltl~ Jnll1 te.r ti1el'e C1l't! t\.vo H!..IJ>l1can1.s. Botll of tllt'!lll 
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\Ve:t'e r.a~n1Al labou.ret·8. 'f}1ey \\.rere :in.it.ia.11,y er1stlgecl i11 1976 ru1d 197 8 w1d 

tJ1eh· services \Ver~1 clisco11tinu ec.l u1 1982 ru1d 1987 r~pect.ivcl)j allegedly 

by var bal 01·cler~ ai1d thereafte1· tl1ey moved sovc.ral repre..~entatio11 b11t 

they are aggrieved that neither tl1ey were rem1gaged ru1d provided job nor 

they \Vere permanentJy absorbed u1 the clepai·tment. Therefo1·e, they have 

assailed tlleir d.isengagemet1t. Th~ applicru1ts 11ave pointed out in the 

O.A tl1at tl1ey 11ad \\'Orked for more than 1000 days, therefore, they 

!i11ould haw been grat1ted temporai')' status and should be treated as 

sucl1. Ho'\Vevar, lear11ed co11nsel for the respo11dents submits that tl1eh· 

services \Vere discontu1ued \va.y back in 1982 and 1987 respectively 

witl-1011 t being a.cco1·ded te:mporai·y status. Besides being over 50 yea.rs of 

age, their eligibility i~ also ii1 doubt on that account. 

' 

I 
3. In tb~e circu10stai1ces it is submitted that tl1e i>rayer of t11e \ 

apphcants. 'vl10 were cas11al labot1r, for setting aside verbal . . 
\ 

termination/ disei1gagemei1t ai1d to give tliem \Vork a11d \Vages as \.Veil as 

i-egu]arization in due tl.trn does 11ot can·)' any we.igl1t ar1d the O.A is also 

barred by limitation. I am inclli1ed to agree \viU1 ilie responcler1ts that tl1e 

applicants 11ave not made out any acCt.:lj.)table case for accetliug to tl1ei.r 

prayer. 

4. In. viEnv of t11e above having l1eard learr1cd co11nsel for the 

res1)011dents ru1cl perused t11e })leadll1gs, t11e 0.A is disn1issed. No costs. 

ME:MBER-A. 

/Anand/ 


