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C NTRAL A::X,1ll'JIsTRATI!c TRIBUNAL, ALL~: 8, D 3E:1G1

R.A .IJ o , 11 ';(l(,G in CA No.871/ "7

Allahaoad, this 7th de y of Februar~', reOl

:: on Ib Ie S',r :

Ju'~k,~ 1.a1 •.
(By Shri Sanja y Kumar, ,f:., 'vocc-t"?)

Versus
lh i on 0fInd i a e. Ors • • .
(By Shri Ashi sh Tripathi, Advocate)

Ar p Li c arrt

Respondent s

ORDER (in c irc ulation)

This r evie- application is filed on behalf of the
Union of India for revie" of the order dated 11.1.2000
passed in OA No.871/1997 by this Bench by -h rch the
respondents ,··ere directed to regularise and absorb the
services of the original applicant as Turner (Group D)

..' within a period of thre'? months from the da te of communi-
cation of the said order.

2. As per rules on the subject, RA if s o advised. is
to be filed "ithin a oer i.od of 30 days from the date of
receipt of a c o+ v of the order/judgement. The present
RA has been filed on 22.3.2000. Though the reviev'
applicants have filed fM for condonation of dela', jJ1 fili:1g
the RA, the reasons adduced thereof are not convinci:1g
enough to condone the delay a_l1d because of' this fact t~e
said t.t is liab le to be rej ected .

2. I hav s car s j uLl . ,..,onetnr ouoh the aver:ents made
in the RA. The main grounds taken by the revie"" a~~licant
are that the ori"incl 0 clicant did not p a ss tt-.e test
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for ~eeping ;1:'5 n3:l1e in the 'cn to" ~'.c r: 1., • t
r~']' '.., C nc v , t>-_t -::::' .;;,·v>·, no C:J, 2t:ncy to
screen a cas uaI Labour , as only the General ·!tanager has the
po ..'er to give regular a' "'ointm'~nt to anv ce sueI labour,
that the ori-,:-inal 3' r lic<'''1t novor +or kcd co-rt in uouc Iv
for 1'30 days and that he l' as not engeged by the c ornc e-t e rrt

authority.
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4. Reviev: aoplicant has also taken the plea that the
Tribunal has not gone through the relevant rules, ,·hich
were summoned by the Tribunal but could not be r r oduced
be fore pr onounc ement of the judgement. The In st r uc t.Lons
regard ing engageme:1t/ter:1,_'orary stat us of cas ua 1 L:o<our

a nd c ooi.os of j udr;;err.:::mtsgiven >y the Pr inc ira I Bench
a,#7ndth is Benc h of the Tr ib una 1.

5. As already mentioned in my judgement dated 11.1.20CO

the aoplicant had worked for more than 880 days
during 1984-1986 as is evident from the certificate
issued by the respondents themselves. Again since the
respondents have thenselves admitted that the name of
ori';Jinal applicant has been kept in nr Lor Lt v register
of casual labour a.....ndsince no vec encv of casual labour
arose, he could not be absorbed as casual labour.
The or i.j Ina I aoo Lacarrt was v-cr kin q only as Grouo D e rnoLore s
that too for a long rer i.od of 880 days and therefore non-.
passing the test by him should not be valid ground for
not ab sor'b mo him. Also they should have taken the
ar pr ova L of the cocn-etent cJuthor~t\! . '~en the" -:tJun= t~12t
tiv; or i ine 1-,1: r lie ant ':'05 n')t n--2-.~d by a~¥>cO'-J' et srrt .~

J..! • ...1-o ucn o • 1Ly instead of ;=:llOwi:1g hill to v,oik for ggC days.
furnish ine, of instruct ions recwr"3.i:1q enCl-'~er:12nt~ ~l-' ~
L,: our at this s-c.a,~e,.'}ouldl'no '-:,urpose. Aqain

The:refor2
of C2 s ua I
the judger:12:1ts r2lied ~CO:1by the review a'=-r::licF:1t relate
to in_clu::lin·:, t~2 names of casual labour in the Live Casual
Labour Register and t:1erefore they are distin!::,uishable
from the present OA. I there fore do not find any rncr it.
in the r r e s arrt RA which is lia~)le to oe dismissed.

6. Besides, I a.-lso find Lhet the rr s serrt AA does not
come \. ithi:1 the. four corners of Or:\er 47, Rule 1 CFC
that would warr arrt review of my order dated 11.1.2080.

7. For the detaile:': disc ussions aLove, the present RA
is dismissed 0
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