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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRI*UNAL 

AHMEDABAD BENCH 

O.A.No. 	ol : 
T.A. No. 

DATE OF DECISION 	- 7 

Shr1. . -.. Petitioner 

Advocate for the Petitioner(s) 

Versus 

 

2jnior -1 TflcL.Or 	 Respondent 

r 	 • 	 Advocate for the Respondent(s) 

CORAM: 

The Hon'ble Mr. 	
7 -i 2 

The Hon'ble Mr. 	•::; • 	'-i - ::: 	 i-c:ber 	J) 

Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the Judgement ? 

To be referred to the Reporter or not ? 

Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the .Tudgement ? 

Whether it needs to be circulated to other Benches of the Tribunal? 



Shri M. C. Vyas 

C/o Permanent Way 
Insoector (PQRS) 
i3haruch. 

Advocate 	$hi.P.K. Handa 

Versus 

Aljcant. 

Union of India 
Secretary Ministry of Railways 
Rail Ehavan, NeT Delhi 

General Manager 
Western Railway Chrichgate 
Bbay. 

Divisional Railway Manager 
Western Railway 
Pratapnagar, Vadodara - 4 

Sr. Divisional Engineer (Civil) () 
Western Railway, Pratapnagar, 
Vadodara.. 

Assistant Engineer (Civil) (ii) 
Western Pajiway, Bharuch. 	Resnoncents. 

Advocate 	 Shrj 1:.. Shevde 

C R AL J U D  G E ME 

In 

O.A. 260of 1989 

Date ; 23-°-1992. 

Per Hon'ble 3hri R.C. ]Bhatt 	Member (J) 

Shri P. K. Handa for applicant. 

Shrj N.2. ShevJe for reoondent. 
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1. 	 ±his a)alicatlon unaer section 19 of 

the Administrative tribunal Act is filed by the 

Casual Ksaiasi serving under P.'.'.i saruch in the 

9 ailwav Leoartment reeking the relief that the 

reroonrents he directed to re-in-st:te siT from 

27th December, 1927, wit fulliback wages and seniority 

It is the case of t e a-piicant that his services 

were terminated by the Oral Orter sated January 

1989 by :he Senior Divisional Enginser (CIJIL) Baroda. 

Jhe respondents have filed rely fefuting the allega-

tions raue sy the a olicant rrd they haTe denied that 

they save retrenched or terminated the services of the 

anolicant. The have contended that the aoolicant had 

remained absent on his own accoro wi as effect from 

7th December, 1987. It is also contenced by the 

respondent: that the Yellow Card produced. by the 

applicant in ta s case is a forred one. 

2 • 	At the time of herring the learned Advocate 

for the anlicant submitted that the arolicant had 

no objection if the resoondents re-engage his: as 

Casual dhalasi withorit ar vl.  hack wages • the learned 

Counsel for the roonfeflts submitted that the 

resoosdents are ready to re-engage the ao?licant 

on duty without back wages but the rrsoondent 

sasuld he at liberty toake action against the 

aplicarit for hi submission of forged yellowcard. 

the learned Advocate for the asplicant submit :ecT 

that the auestion of 	seniority 	- 

I 
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also may be permited to be taten by the aaolicanb 

-s reoresentation subsequently. 

e have aar6 the learned Advocates an we 

eass the following order. 

21 the aOolication is partly allowed • 

resoanc ents are airected to re-engage the alicant 

wi chin one month from the receiot of this order 

without pairig any back wages to he arolicar t 'ince 

'e coriolainc of 	e resronc,.entSis t iat the alicart 

has remained absent from 7th December 1987 without 

any informatin, therefore the aooljcant is also 

c.jrected to resort before the resooncents within 

one nonth from the date of receipt of this order 

to enable the respondents to re-engage him on duty. 

The resoondents will be at liberty to bake suitable 

action againct the asolicant with regard to the 

alleged fo --ged document of yellow card. die 

amolicant also would be at l±berty to make reoresent- 

ation 	t e reseondent:egardirg his. terthination 

of sevice from 7th December 1987 till the date 

of tte re-engagement be conted fo: seniority. 
I. 

The resoonoents tall i ot fu ther ta. e ar.y Disciolinary 

Rgx action against tie aenlicant £ or the abse: ce 

from the c 	7th December 1987, till the date of 

re-engagement. 
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?ie a-olicat±on is C15)OSO(- off accor6.irgly 

No orcer as to cost. 

.V •Krishnan) 

1enber (J) Vice Criairrnan 


