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OPEN COURT

IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

ADDITIONAL BENCH,ALLAHABAD
0 BT 00NN A RN AR

Dated :this the 13th day of February, 1996

O.A. 887 of 1995

HOI‘I' ble MI.‘-S-D&S GUpt&.A-M.
Hon'ble Mr,T. L. Verma.J.M.

---.-.-—.-'

Veer Singh aged about 32 years son of
Shri Ssrman r/o 4/1, Pulliya noc. 9,Rail guni,

Jhansi.

------ Applicant

C/A 3shri R.K.Nigam

VERSUS

l. Union of India through General Manager,

Central Railway, Jhansi.

2. Divisionagl Railway Manzger, Central Hailway

Jhansi.

_______ Respondents

ORDER

The applicant claims that he
worked as a3 casual labour under the railways from

28.9.1983 to 18.1.1984 and thereasfter from 21.5.85

*

to 6.7.1985. These entries as regards his working

are there in the casual labour card, which was
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issued to him, However, it is his grievance

that entries pertaining to his working during

the subsequent periods i.e.1986, 1987 & 1988

Haue not been mudé in the casual labout card.

It is also claimed that during 1938 the applicant
had continunusly worked without bresk fa more
‘“+han 11 months and he was, therefore, entitled

to be granted temporary status. The applicant
claims to hav%:E%hy representstions to the
railway asuthorities for meking entries witQ}regard'
to his working in the casual labdur{gzﬁazuﬁzyﬁas,
there fore, approached this Tribunal seeking relief
of a direction to the respondent no.2 to take

into consideration the entire working period of
the applicant and to meke necessary entries 1n

the casusl labour card and also confer temporary
status on him, He hai also c laimed that his name
be entered in the h&éﬁ%;eEy casual labour register

and dso to consider him for permanent absorption,

2 The applicant's casual labour
card, a copy of which has been annexed (ann.Al)
indicates that period of working indicated from
28.9.1983 to 18.1.1984 is correct. The said cerd
contains further entry for the period from 21.5.83
to 6.7.,1985, This period h,s not been certified

as correct. There are no 2ntries of working period
beyond 6.7.1985. Even if this entry is taken as

correct, the applicent was dis-engaged with effect
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from 6.7.1985 and therefore application is wholly

time barred. Even if we accept the applicant's

: . R T vy
claim that he had worked during cnntzﬁgnus spe lls
till 1988, the application will still remain
barred by limitation. The applicant has filed
an applic ation for condonetion pf delay.Explanation
hovirn
heaéhgfbeen:giveh:thénein is nat satisfactory.
Alsﬂiﬁﬁg‘épplicant claims to have made repeated

representations, the only representation on record

is one dagted 10.3.1994,

3. Inview of tne foregoing , we
l-l'\- 4
have notmatier of gaigtkthdt the applicant has feulo)

submitied satisfactory explanation for the delay

in filing the applic tion. Such-explenatisp-not
_ HAnj%xi f .
belng-there, we,see noreasosn to inter-fere 1n

this matter.

4. Learned counsel for the applicant
submitted that it would be sufficient,if we
direct to the respondents to disy ose of the rep-
resentationd ated 10.3.94‘A5 the qpplication 1is

time barred and ther=zfore not admissible, we are
unable to give any such direction, However, we

are making an observation thet it would be just

and fair on the part »f the respordents to consider
the aforesaid representation, if the same has been
received_by them. We, however, leave the matter

to the discretion of the railway authorities. The
application is dismissed in liming.
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