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Surendra Kumar son of Kaloo Ram,

R/O Rly quarter no. M/4-B,

Railway ststion, Haridwar,

C/A Sri Menoj Kumar

VERSUS

1. Union of Incie through Reilway Manager,

Northern Rei]lway, Baorda House,
New Delhi .

2, Divisional Engineer, Office of
the Divisional Reilway Mencger,
Northern Raeilway, Moradsbad,

3. Divisional Railway Ménager, | £
Northern Railwa,, Moracébad.- - - - - Respondents

C/R R

Sri A, K. Gaur ' | ____:{..
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e : from 1.4.1978 to 24.5.1979 as allaged bi i fa@«fa .
e ...t hie i x. . case is that he had worked fg@malﬁﬂ%;}ﬁ

to 7.7.1978 total 88 days and after a break of 6 d@yﬁ
days

after break of 7 days. He was again engaged on 25.8.1978
of f
and worked upto 21.11L1978 for 30 days and remained/f rom

M on his account. He waa engaged on 14.7. 1978 f or 3

duty for 10 days and returned toduty on 1.12.1978 and
worked in broken period upto 24.5.1979. This averment is
born out from the service record filed alongwith the

eounter affidavit.

2. The claim of the applicant that he has worked.
continuously for 120 days is clearly belied from the
categorcial averments made in the counter affidavit. In
o para 2003 of Indian Railway Establishment Mannual,
Volume II, it has been specified, which period shall
be treated as absent from duty and shall not be consider:
as break in service for the purpose of determining 120
days on continuous employement. The respondents in their
gl _ counter affidavit have clearly stated that earlier

break of 6 days was through epplicant's own account.

f:”f i“] ¢ Subsequently after reengagement, the applicant again

}'ff?;fﬁ;iJf. remained off from duty for 10 days. In the &hsanﬁﬂ,@ﬁ i{'
i S ' Categorical pleadings on the part of the appliﬁ&ﬁt %ﬁ ﬁi
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| 3. The Learned Counsel |
laid emphasis on the letter dﬁﬁaﬂ-&&;ﬂkﬁT*“f:

respondents had intimated to the appliéjf[.fflfdiff;fﬁj%é |

name is entered in the casual labour regigter.gﬁﬁgiﬁgfl

il

tﬁfﬁwgfﬁhﬂ# and when any vacancy arises, he would be called for

and re-engaged. The learned counsel for the applicant
submitted this without any pleadings on that ubSE¥a£i@ﬁ
that considerable number ofyears have elapsed and still

the applicant has not been callfor and re-engaged. 1In

i such a situation, we can only provide that as and when
work becomes available, respondents will give preference
to the applicant for his re-engagement vis-a=-vis other

£ casual labours who have rendered lesser number of days
in service than the applicant in the same Seniority Unit.
-tgh 4. With the above observations, the O. A. is
dismissed. cost is easy.
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