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Y ' . | Suit No. 194 of 1984 has been received

The

i “F“%alaul on 6.12.76 and worked upto
achal Accordinog to the plaintiff
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Jas ﬁpm d:44 ta work at the Auto Exchange
"'-.;';'-_';r‘:_';.i?'e: ' Railuay Station from 19.3.77 i
&-'ﬁ'ﬁﬂli‘?icatians for the job. He
| 9 ra ._ asked 'ba work as Telephone Operator "‘
|

sains tﬂ"a pe tmp . and regular vacancy. After
" g |
ating 20 i‘.'-'-f'a};':u-ﬂ‘-i s nlaintiff alleges that he .
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cquired temporary status on ff"f The plaintiff

N T )
says that the woil k of the Telesphan =,ﬁ‘-’_{-‘-‘iﬂtur

involved continuous duty around the '@’ék and

since there were only tuo operators iNC ILﬂf 1im

he worked for more than 12 h



the night and on holidays, He was houvever not
provided the dys Wanes and other benefits as
available to other temporary employees and when

Ne insisted defendant No.4 ordered the :ralecnmmun:f.aa-
tion Inspector not to takem from the plaintiff
ofter 26.9.79. The plaintiff fycthar states |
that being aggorisved he represented tha &gter

al times and at that time 1i'. Jisclosad
: brm in service from 15,?,1_., to 25. 9 '?9 z
: - #wm g i

ﬁé.'"’*{aytﬂg Served canti&nus ly‘uare
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shown winst true

. -'ﬁs therefore has prayed for
relief that he be declared to be' a temncrary ;;
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The ', idants in their uritten sta -tarnsnt-

t the plaintiff initially worked aga-lnst

ﬁé Kumbh Fiala f‘rum 6.12.76 to f

the Exchange Nirzapur he worked
_;"l:l nq.t as a Telephone Operator,
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| - was taken from him, Once the work on which he was
| - employed at Mirzapur was completed the question of
| :
i & his being kept engaged on work did not arise. There
! {# " were no artificial breaks. Work was taken from him

and others in accordance with the sanctions which
iy
uere available and once the sanction expired the
| | employment used to come to an and.xﬂmaairféintiff
. f}% had never unrkﬂd-against any rEQulaq‘Wiéﬁncy and

thareﬁora the claims made by the p%dsntlfr are

and q@ﬁ@m&aus.
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Ue haue hagrd thﬁ learned counsel

m

. For bath sides, The learned counsel for the plaintiff é
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WEELL o L given temporary status

#ﬁ%[qt absorbed in service, On the

by

;; M. y n agltatlng the matter he contended j‘
o ol o . -Jﬁg“ﬁwtian arose on 16.2.84 on receipt
1§th il of a letter, ;mgfi*%wﬁlacad at EEGa,?rnm_tha .
S— o '.'ﬂiiFC:#i?fjﬁﬁﬁf | '-uﬁﬁﬁhagiﬁfficar; Allahabad and therefore

'Q filing the suit., The lea-rned
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b nsel for the ‘an{fg_f repelled these contentions
;: Y the point tha resentations were received &

_and that the suit is rred and the plaintiff

1ever attained tampurafw_fj
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 repeated reprESnvaLﬁaﬁﬁ'b *ﬂrﬁ-::-rave his case

for the delay in seeking H’Efﬁiwumwgﬁﬁbmady if ha _'

- His plea that the cause of action

by the plaintiff on 18.7.1981 regardinghragular
absorption addressed to the Railway Minister, Hs

was advised by this 1Etter)uhich is dated 16.2.84,
that the resulte of his test for the post of TCM Line
was not yet available and that since his numbar

of §223 for which he worked had not been qgmtlfied

by the competent superu:r.snrJ

cansidered fqr_ragularizatinn.
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could not be called because he had not completed
X al ) lome *i?
' %ﬁﬁs UDI"XMQ‘M:&B also advised that wuhenever

he Qaa called the Working hmurs he was given
ﬂ:td‘

cn n nsaunry 1eave and thergfare his argument that
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he was called on night duties and on national holidays 1
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According to the plaintiff's oun statement

been given duty since 1979, He filed
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3 Zﬁgﬁiaintiff had represented

shen he vas not c September, 1979 his

was not satisfied with the reaction o.f hha daﬁen*

._'

the date uhen his representation of 1981 sent

the Railuay Minister got replied i8 not peasiwed o SR
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vhat can be considered as adequate to cover up the
deley in approaching the Court for seeking remedy,
Lcgal remedy should have bgan resorted to tl.fiab-hin
g;i reasonabla time, fle had adequate time aua'ia&'afﬂia to
o : nimself to seek legal remedy byt he chose M‘E‘Ekﬁ

action in theg matter enly in 1984, "’:r-'.;-i'_ ?
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