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.D:~ ~'Hl!! Cl1lt~1RAL ADMIN la1RJ\T .:rvE; 'IRIBUNAL, JQ)Hl? tR BENCH, 

JODHPUR. ------
Date1of Order s 

"lr 21.9.2000. 

0.-A. No • 85/1998 

Bodu Q,i:ngh S./0 Shri R.am aux, aged about 38 years, permanent 

errployee as a call 'boy and now working as a Telephooe Clerk 

at Hanumangarh Juncticn, R:/0 L-46 G, Near Railway Maszid, 
Hanumangarh Junction. 

Applicant 

vs 

1. Union Of India through General Z..lanager, t~orther 

a,a i~way,. BarOda House, New Delhi. 

2 • Senior Divisional angineer (Loco) , Northern Railway, 

Hanumangarh Junction. 

3. Divisional l-lechanical E.ngineer, Northern Railway, 

Bikaner. 

-&. Assistant personnel Officer, ~~rthern Railway, 

Bikaner. 
• • • Respondents 

Mr. Y.K .. Q;harn:a, counsel for the Applicant. 

Vi£'. V .. 'D. Vyas, Counsel for the Respondents. 

H on • ble t4r • Justice a..s.. Ra ikote, Vice Chairman 

Hon• ble Mr. Gopal S.in.gh, Administrative .t"lenber 

ORDER ----.-.-
In this application under Section 19 of the 

Administrative Tribunals ACt, 1985 • applicant Bod.U S,ingh 41 

has prayed for a directi.on to the respondents to regularize 

his services as Telephone Clerk (TPC for short) in the grade 

of as.950-1500 and to pay the arrears on account of difference 

of pay of TPC and the pay already draTNn o 
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2e Applicant•s case is that he was initiallY appointed 

with the respondent-department an 25.5.1979 as casual Hot 

Waterman, granted CPC scale of ~.750-940 on 13.8.1990, and 

after due screening absorbad as a call-boy ill the scale of 

Rs.750-940 on 24.11.1 96. It is the contention of the applicant 

that he has been working as 'l'J?C since 24.11.• 96 and, therefore 

he had demanded regularization on the post of 'l'l?C. 

3. In the counter, the respondents have denied the 

application. They have contended that the applicant was never 

appointed as 'l'PC and. ll'.oreover • the post of call-boy does not 

belong to the feeder category for prorrotion to the post of 

'l'l?C. ~l:t has, therefore, been stated by the respondents that · 

the applicatioo is devoid of any merit and deserves dismissal. 

4. We have heard the learned Counsel for the parties, 

and perused the records of tbe case carefully. 

5. In support of his contention that he has :teen working 

as TPC 6 the applicant has produced an extract from daily book 

dated 14.12.1997 (Annexure~), wherein the applicant has 

wen shown as TPC • .It is not: clear from this docunent as to 

for hOW long the applicant was engaged as TPC • Further" the 

the applicant ccutends that he has been reverted from the 

post of 'l'PC to call-boy vide respondents• letter dated 14.2 .91 

(Annexure AIU and that he was working as TPC till ti1at date 

( 14.2 .1998) • Applicant has not submitted a11y other document 

indicating his engagement as 'l'PC from 24.11.1 96 to 14.2.•98. 

Thus, the applicant has not teen able to establish his claim 

that be worked as TPC wee.f. 24.11.1 96 to 14.2.1998. At the 

most it can be presuned, on the basis of Annexure A/1, iji~~· 

A/2, that he was engaged as ~~C from 14.12.'97 to 14.2.'96 
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i.ee, for two nonths. Even if it is taken that he worked on 

the post of TPC for two months. this does not entitle hiu1 for 

regularization on the post of 'l'l?C. lirJO:reover, the respondents 

have denied that the applicant was evet· eng·aged o.o. l'PC. 

6. In the light of .. ~.bove discussion, we do not find any 
.:-·c .... 

merit in this application and the same deserves to be disndssed. 

7 • The Orig·inal Application is accordingly dismissed with 

no order as to costs. 

( GOPAL an-J ·' 
Adm. ~~er 

. -·-.... t. ~- ' ~ 

IwL. 
( B.S. .. RAll<Ol'E: ) 
Vice Chairman 
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