- .
& OPEN _COURT

)~\ . =
: CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, ALLAHABAD BENCH,
L ALLAHABAD.

DATED TH1S THE 23rd MARCH, 1999,

Coram:=- Hon'ble Mr. 4} payal, A.M.

Hon'ble Mr. .Ko Agarual,JQMo

ORIGINAL APPLICATICN NO.113 of 1993,

Bir Bahacur PandeY,

son of| sri Raja Ram Randey,

Resident of village idheria, Post

Ballia, District Ballia

Counsel forthe Applicanti- sri N.L. Pandey,| Adv.

¥ sri K.K. Mishra,| Adv.

A e Applicant.
Vergus

1. The Divisional Rgiluay ManggerT,

Allahabad.

2. The General Manager,
Northern Railwayy Baroda House,

New Delhi.

3, The Union of India

through Secretaly

Ministry of Ral ways,New Delhi.

Counsel for the re#pondent:-Sri V.KeGOEl, | AdV.
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Qrder

( By Hoh'ble Mr. S. Dayal, Member (A)

This app&icétion has been filed by the

J \A// applicant for seeking the relief of diregtion to

the respondents t® appoint/absorb him on| the




\'\#

post of casual laboup as permanent class IV employbe
in the department of |Railways, It is also prayed
that the direction b# issued to the responddnts to

treat the applicant |in continuous service and

consider his case imfiediately and pay his galary
along with consequential benefits for the gost of

casual labour/permanent Class IV employee.

24 The case off| the applicant as contlained
in paragraph 4 of his| C.A. &s that the appllicant |

B
was appointed on thé|past of casual labour| (Khalasi)
|

|
|

in the department of]| Railways on 30.12,1976 and |
subsequently dischanged on 16,4,1977. SubseQUentlg
the applicant uas difected not toc come on duty byi
the authorities concgrned and no order regargding |
removal/dismissal ha¢ been passed in writing. The i
applicant claims to Réve submitted representation

dated 2602.77’ 28.1. 978 and 7.3.1979 to thF

respondents but theseg|representations gere hot
considered. Another representation was given| by
him to respondent No./l on 20.4.92 and again
on 30.6.92 and thereafiter on 2,7,92, The applicant
filed +A. No, 1049/92 and the respondents were

directed to consider ghe representations of %ha

applica t dated 30.4.92,20.6.92 and 2.,7,92 by

order dated 5.,8.92, It is the contention of | the

learned counsel forthg applicant that despité the
order of the Tribunall, the case of the applicant
was not consigered and that the reply submitted

along with the counter affidavit fild by the| Xv/
respomdents dated 14.5.93 was not based on adtually
facts because the applicaent never submitted any

record nor was called by the Divisional Engineer(T)

as mentioned in the order.,
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