
IN THE CENTRAL A14INIS TRAITVE TRIBUNAL 
QJ TI'ACK BENCH: CU TTACK. 

ORICZL NL APPLICATION NO. 571 oF1998.   
Cuttack, this the 30th of septemoer. 1999. 

B raj a Al i as B raj aband I-Li Rana. 	... 	Applicant. 
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tjnicn of India & Others. 	 0*0 	 ReSpadentS. 

DR INSTRUCTION$ 

Whether it be referrel to the reporters or not? 

Whether it be circulated to all the Bches of the 
Central Administrative Triounal or not? 

(G.NARAsIMHAM) 	 (SOMNAIM SOM) 	) 
M4BER(JUDICIAL) 	 VICE- CHAI1AN 



CENTRAL ADMINISTRAVE TRIBUNAL 
CU TTACK BCH :CUTTACK. 

ORI GI NAr APPLI CA 10N N0.571 or 1998.   
Qittack, this the 30th day of Septernber,1999. 

CO RAM: 
- THE HONOURABTE MR. SOMNATH SOM, VICE-CHAIRMAN 

AND 
THE HONOURA3LE MR. G. NARASIMHAM,M1BER JUDICIAL1). 

S. 

Braja Alias Brajabandh.i Rana, 
Vill.Mahattapa.la, p0, inda, 
Via.Bajpur,Ps.Khurda,Dist.Khuxxla. 	..• 	 APPLICANT. 

By legal Practitioner : M/s.U.N.Mishra,S.Jenamarli,g.K.Rana, 
Adv ceates. 

-VERSUS- 

Union of India, representcd throigh 
the General Mdflager,ScLIth pastern 
Railway, Garden Reach,calcutta-46, 
West Bengal. 

Djvisicnal Railway Manager,s,E.Rly, 
Kiurda Road DiviSion,At/PO.Jathi, 
Di S t. KhU td a. 

Senior persona]. OffiCer(Welfare), 
S. E. Railway,AVPo,Jatni,Dist.Khda. 

Divisional personal Officer,SE Rly., 
Khurda Road DivlSiOn,At/Po.Jatni, 
Dist.Khurda. 	 ..• 	 R&SPONDENLE. 

By legal Practiti Oner :Mr.$. R. Patnaik, Addi ti onal Standing 
Co.insel (Railways). 
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MR. SOMNATh SOM, VICE-CHAIR: 

In this original. Application, under section 19 

of the Administrative Tribunals Act,1985, applicant has 

prayed that the cbservation of the Tribunal with regard 

to his. engagement under the Respondents in the order dt. 

24. 4,1992 dispceing of the Original Application No.383 of 

17,shculdbe carried cut, 

Applicants case is that he had worked under the 

Railways fraii 1965 to 1968 as Khalasi.In support of which, 

he has submitted twoCertiflcates,at Anncures-j & 2.A$ 

he was not provided with any work by the Respondents, after 

1968, he came before this Tribunal in original Application 

No.383 of 17 which was disposed of in order dated 24. 4,92. 

ACC ording to applicant, the Tribunal rej ected the prayer 

for regularisation but was inclined to direct the Respondents 

to prcnide the applicant before then with emp1oyment.at  

inspi te of the observati on of the Tribunal ,no enpi oymen t 

has been provided to the applicant and that his hQ, he has 

cane up in this original Application,with the praye referred 

to earlier. 

ReSpctldents in their ccunter,have stated that 

the applicant had worked for a period of f cur months only 

as a casual worker in 1965 to 1968 and after that he had 

not got any engagement under the Respolxlents.It has also 

been submitted in thei r c cunter that the prayer of the 

applicant in his earlier original Application for regulari-

sati on, has been rej ected by this Tribunal and the Tribunal 

merely directed that as and when work is avai labl e, the 

applicants before then in earlier case,which apparently 
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includes the present applicant before us, sho..ild be engaged 

as casual worker during the Mans oon pen Cd as also in the 

Construction Divisicn and Bridge line and after the 

applicant has ccinpleted the requisite period of service,as 

casual worker, they shold be considered for regularisaticn. 

But after delivery of this order,in April,1992,no vacancy 

in the rank of Casual worker has ccine up according to the 

Respcndents. It is also submitted that the ManSOcn petrolling 

work is being dcne by the regular gangman and casual workers 

are not being *PPQifltedelfl  vi€w of this, Respondents have 

opposed the prayer of applicant. 

When the matter came up for hearing, learned 

Cainsel for the Applicant Mr.U.N.MjShra and his assaiates 

were absent nor was any request made on their behalf seeking 

adj aimment, we have, therefore, heard Mr.S. R. patnaik, learned 

Additicnal standing Coinsel (Railways)appearing for the 

Respondents and have also perused the records, 

ACcording to Respondents, applicant had worked 

under the Respondents as casual worker for fair mcnths in 

1965 to 1968.According to applicant,hiraself, he was engaged 

as casual worker from 1965 to 1963.Therefore,edmittedly 

from 1968,applicant had not been engaged by the Respondents. 

I t is on the b as I s of his enge g n en t und e r the Respondents 

prior to 1968, he has cane up in this petition after 30 years. 

The order of the Tribunal was delivered in OA No. B 3 of 1997 

on 24. 4.1992 and in case the Respondents did not ccznply with 

the above order and provide the applicant with engagenent, 

the applicant shculd have approached the Tribunal within the 

pen Cd of limitati on but he has approached the Tribunal six 



P10
1 --4 	 \\L41  

I' 

- 4- 

years later and therefore, it can not be said that he has 

approached the Tribunal with reasonable despatch.It is also 

to be noted that the Tribunal in their earlier order merely 

suggested that the Railway sho.ild consider the re-engagertent 

of applicant when work is available.Respcndents have stated 

in their cointer that fresh engageent of casual workers 

have not cane up after that date.In viz of this, it can not 

be said that the applicant' s case has not been considered. 

In ccnsideraticn of this, we hold that the applicdnt has not 

been able tcmake ait a case for the relief claimed by him 

in this original Application. 

6. 	In the result, the original ApplicatiQ is 

dismlssed.No Costs. 
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