
Reserved. 

CENTRAL. ADMINISMATIVE TRIBUNAL ADDL. BENCH,ALLAHABAD. 
**A*** 

ALLAHABAD the 	..T -th Day  

ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO: 318 of 1993. 

CORAM: 	N' BLE MR. S .DAYAL, AM. , 

BLE MR. S.,K AGRAWAL/J. M. , 

• • a • 

Surendra Singh son of Sri Sripati Singh, 
resident of Uruwa Bazar , Gorakhpur, 

( 
	

Anand KumarjAdvocate). 

Applicant. 

Vers S 

1. The un on of India through General 

manag r Railway Electrification(RE), 
Allaha ad. 

2. Inspectior of works/ Horticulture, 

Railway Electrification (HQ), 
Allahabad. 

(Sri S.N.Gaur Advo4at • ) 
• • • Respondents. 

ORDER: 

( Hon!ble Mr. S. K.A4ressfal,J.M.), 

In this 0.A., the AppLicant makes a prayer 

to quash the order of termination if any, passed by 

the respondents and direct to give the benefits of the 

judgement to the applicant as given in Ram Ratan's Case 

In brief facts of the case as stated by the applica t 
that the applicant Was ini ially engaged as Casual Labou 
on 16-4-1977 under the 1.3 4.(Construction) survey N.E.R 

Gorakhpur an worked upto 5.7.1978 and attained tempora y 
status but h was not alto ed to work thereafter, due to 
lack of work. That the app cant was re-engaged after he 
got the Uri ing Licencse s Casual .Auto Lawn Motor Driver 
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