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OPEN COJR'! --------- 

CENTRAL ADvlINISIBAU VE TRIBUN,AL 
ALLAHABAD BEN0:-11 ALL,P.HAffAD~ 

Allah~badl, this the 4th day ~f June 2002. 
j 

QU(?Rl.M : HON., MR. S. DSL.ALa A.M. 

O. A. No. 393/00 

Sunil ~Kumar Srivastava s/ o Sri B. N. Srivastava r/ e 17-A, • 
Has himJ)ur, Tag ore Town, ~l ahab ad. 

' ••••• Applicant • • • • • • . 
Counsel for applicant :. Sri A. K. Srivastava. 

Versus 
/ 

1. Union of India through the Canptroller /\lditor General of 
' India, New pelhi. 

2. The Principal, Accountant General, Uttar Pradesh • • 
• • • • • ••••• Respondents • 

Counsel for respondents : Sri s. Qiaturve'di. 

0- D E -R (O AL) 

' 
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This application bas bee-ri filed for/ a direction to 

the respondent No.2 to/enter the nane of the applicant in the . ' 
seniority list register of casual labour and to engage him as 

per ~is seniority in casual labour regist~r and regularise him 
in· a group 1 D1 vacancy. The applicant has cl e imed that he had 

worked in the office of A.G.U.P., Allahabad w.e.f. 1982-83, 
t 

1984-86, 1987-89, 1990-92, 1993-95 and 199&-97 in broken spells 

and had completed 206 days and was entitled to get his name 

f entered in the casual lab our regi~ter for casual engagement as 

I Well as regul arisatfon. He ·claims to have given a representati 

on 6.3.2000 Wi't.hout any response. 

2.- 
' I I • 

for applicant have been heard. None is · Aj:'gunents 

present for the re~pondents. I 
3. I.find 1frc:n the counter reply that the respondents 

have denied the appl Lcerrt for ever been engaged as a daily rat, 

casual worker ib the office. · They' al so denied -t.hat he bad giv 

represen~ation on 6.3.2COO. 

I I 
I It is stated by the respondents 
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that a seniority list of casual workers is being maintained in 

the office of Respondent No.2 and the nane of the applicant does 

not find place in the seniority list because he had never worked 
µ y l, 

as ~casual worka.,r. _ 

4. I find that the representation dated 6.3.2000 annexed 

as hlnexure l merely states that he had rendered service in the 

office of the Principal AccountantGeneral since 1988 to 1989 and 

again fran 1990-92 and fran 1996-97. Onptbe other hand, in the 

o. A., the applicant has cl a:imed that be worked frcm 1980 to l9fl7 

in proken spells. The inconsistancy of pleadings besides the 

fact that the reply of the respondents bas ranained uncontrcvertec 

shows that the applicant has not been able to establish bis 

claim of having worked in the office of the respondents. The 

application is, therefore, dismissed as lacking in merits. 

No order as to costs. 

Asthana/ 
5.6.02 


