(RESERVED)
CENTRAIL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
ALLAHABAD BENCH, ALLABABAD
) —
ALLAHABAD this the ﬁ_fa_;ﬁ:it day of ‘T/“/Zaj/ , 2007

HON'BLE MR. P.K. CHATTERJI, MEMBER- A.

ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO. 75C OF 2005

Govind Prakash Saini, S/ o Daya Ram Saini,
Rjo Vill. 122, Maseehganj, Sipri Bazar, Jhansi.

core e Applicant.
VERSUS
:; 1. Mandal Rail Prabandhak, Uttar Madhya Railway,
! Jhansi.
|
j 2. Union of India through G.M.,
N.C.R., Allahabad.
3. Station Superintendent, Jhansi.
erene. . Respondents
Present for the Applicant: 8ri R.C. Shukla
Present for the Respondents : Sri Prashant Mathur
ORDER

The applicant in this O.A is an Ex Casual Labour , who had
worked with the Railways from 01.04.1987 for a period exceeding 120
days. Aé per submission made by the applicant and as per Annexure A-
3 {Pg. 27), he had worked for 565 days. Some Ex casual laboureres
including the applicant went to the Labour Court under Industrial
Dispute Act for settlement of their claim . After the decision of Labour

Court, the matter came before Hon’ble High Courj, Allahabad for




consideration in Writ Petition. In pursuance of the direction of the
Hon'’ble High Court, the respondents under took the exercise for special
drive for considering the cases of ex casual laboureres for screening and
subsequent regularization. The circular for special drive was issued from
the office of DRM, Jhansi on 30.08.2001 (Annexure A- 7, pg. 40}. As per
circular, the last date for furnishing the applications with necessary

details was 30.09.2001.

2. The applicant says that he had submitted his application quite in
time, a copy of which has been enclosed as Annexure A- 3 (Pg. 27}, in
which it is seen that the application was received by the respondents’
office on 18.09.2001. Although the application was received in time, the
applicant is agprieved that his case for screening and regularization was
illegally rejected by the respondents on the ground that it was received
beyvond the stipulated last date for accepting the applications ie.
30.08.2001. The learned counsel for the applicant has drawn my
attention to the impugned Letter dated 02.05.2005 (Annexure A-1, pg.
11.B}. From perusal of the impugned letter, it is seen that the
respondents had turned down the application for regularization
assigning the reason that it was received beyond the last date of receipt
the application i.e. 30.08.2001. By citing this impugned letter, the
learned counsel for the applicant argues that the respondents wrongly
rejected his application by mentioning the last date as 30.08.2001 while .
in the Circular Dated 28.02.2001, it was mentioned as 30.09.2001. The
dispute, therefore, appears to be that while the last date for application
was 30.09.2001 and while the applicant submitted his application well

within time, it was rejected on the plea that the application was beyond
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