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them for screening on merit as was done in case By
similarly placed employee namely Sri Ram Lakhan Pandey

and to regularise them after such screening,

o Briefly stated facts of the case & that the
applicants have workad as Casual Workers in Railway'
Bnployees Co-operative Consumers Store, Northern Railway
from various dates. They have claimed that applicant

No.1 was working £r om 12.2.1979, appliean{“,_%rm 25T
applicant No.3 from 5.3.79 , applicant No.4 from 9.2.80
and applicant No.5 from 19.5.1982 and all of them have
completed severaxl hundred days of work. It has further |
been stated that by an order dated 31.8.1984 the e
applicants alongwith others were directed to appear _{
for screenine and they accordingly appeared fnr _ ;:
screening on"31.8.198i+. However, this screening was |
pPostponed on that date and was re-fixed for 11. 91984, =
On that date, the applicants alongwith others went fw

screening but they were not scremeﬂ, While @thaara
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'Irﬂﬁ worked prior to 4.10. 19‘?3 'H’*h

were eligible for screening and regul&ris.&tiaé'. m 3
accordénce wlth instructions contained in the

notification dated 17.10.1983(Annexure-CA-1). As the
applicants did not fulfil the eligibility condition,

they were not screened.

4. The applicants have not enclosed any warking

certificate in support of their contention as regards

-
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the number of days worked. Normally,the certd Jeete

r

of the casual labenr¢for the purposes of re—mgagmén‘t
and also for regularisation is determined by number of
days worked. It has no where been stated by the
applicants that the other persons including Sri Ram
Lakhan Pandey who were screened and regularised were
Junior to them. The learned counsel fcr the applicants :
arpued that the Railway Board's letter dated 26;8.193?,}
by which instructions were issued regarding screening
and regularisation of casual workers did not E’tipula-éa&

any cut off date and therefore, the applic&n‘tﬂ leﬁ




of the contention in this regard. Th e Fﬂg _ ; ¢ @e

worked prior to the crucial date. We ars unable m &F-
pt the argument of the learned counsel for the applimﬁ
that the local authorities could not have put fixe oo -
crucial date for the purposes of screening as the
Railway Board's circular did not mention any crucial
date.The regularisation of casual worker can be

against specific number of post and therefore, the
number of persons screened can not be unlimited. It
has to be limited with reference to num'bei' of vacéncies
to be filled and tha*efore,p&gdﬂgu%t off date

can not vitiate | the notification issued by the

respondents in this regard.

B The applicants would have had a justified
cause of action in case they had contended and shown .
that persons Junior to them have been screened and |
regularised. That not being the d&g‘@&'&'m direction L
which has been sought by the applicants can not be :

granted.



services. The parties shall bear their own costs,
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