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In tbe Centfal Administrative Tr ibuna.l, JOdhpur Bench, 
JOdhpur 

Date of order : 5.2.2001 

CQ IGINAL APPLICATION NO. 147/1998 

Vijender KUmar Mathur S/o Shr i Pitember 'Behar i Mathl.r, 

by ca.ste Mathur, aged about 4~ years,R/o Quarter No. 

21, sector 9, N:!!ar Petrol Depot, Hanumangarh. Junction, 

Permanent e~leyee as a Call BGy ani now working as 

Telephone Clerk at Hanumang.arh JuDCt ion. 

••. Applicant. 

Versus 

1 • . Union of Iooia through the General Manager, 
Northern Raib:ay, Baroda fbuae, New oelhi. 

2. Senior Section Engineer (Loco), Nortb:!rn .Railway, 

Hat~umaog ar h Junction. 

3. Divisional Mechanical Engineer, Northern Railway, 

Bikaner. 

CORAM .. .. 

• •• Respondents • 

••• 

HON•BIE Ml.A.I<.MISRA , JUDICIAL MEMBER 

HON'BIE MR.GOPAL SIJ:nH, ADMINISTRATIVE MEMBER 

Mr. Y. K.Sbarma. 

t4r • R.K.Soni 

••••• 

••••• 

0 R D E R 

Per Hon'ble Mr.A.I<.Misra : 

--------------------------

Counse 1 for the applicant. 

Counse 1 for the respondents. 

The Applicant had filed this O.A. With the prayer 
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that the respo!Xlents be directed to consider the case 

of the applicant for -regularJsation in service on the 

pos,t of Telephone Clerk (for short •·rpe•), in the grade 

Rs. 950-1500 (RPS) , as per service rules. The respon­

dents be further directea to pay to the applicant 

arre~s on account of differerx::e between the pay of 

TPC aQd the pay already drawn. 

2. NGtice of the 0.~ was issued to the respondents 

who h~r;re f iJed their reply to :which no rejoinder was 

filed by the applicant. 

3. ~~e have heard the learned counsel for tl:e 

parties and have ~one through the case file. 

4. It is alleged by the applicant ti'Bt he was 

engaged as a Casual Labour aoo was absorbed for regular 

services on 4.7.78 as Cl Call Boy in the gradeof Rs. 

750-940 ~ However, his services were being utilised 

by the respondents as TPC in the office of respon:lent 

l:b.2 since 4.7.78. But~ the applicant is being paid 

salary as a Call Boy only. The ~pplicant made a 

representation to regularise ·his services as Tl?C but 

the re-spondents have not considera:t his case. Thereafter, 

the applicant filed an OA seeking a direction for his 

regularisatiGn but the O.A was disposed of With the 

d irectian that the applicant should ·make a representa­

tion which should be decided by the respoments ey 

a speald.n;; ol:der. However, the respondents have rejected 

the representation of the applicant. Hence, this o.A. 

s. 'fhe respondents have filed their reply in 



I 
! .. 

~-' ·.~ 

.-3. 

wlt:h it is· stated that the applicant is· working as 

a Call Bey in the su.l)stantive capacity but he was never 
· · Post- t~~ 

utilised as TPC neither there is-any such nomenclature. 
. . ~ 

It is also stated by the respQndents that the errployees 

working in the .todo Shed whl> attend the telephones 

normally ·\'J~-*t@J their destination as Telephone Clerk but 

that dc;>es not mean that their services were being 

utilised as 'll!tlephone Clerks. There was no order 

utilising the applicant _as TPC, therefore, he cannot 

claim regular isation on the post of TPC:. 

6. We have considered the rival arguments. and 

the facts of the case. There is nothin;r on record to 

shGi7 that the applicant was ever appointed as TP<!. 

The decunents .t.~.nnexs. P,~/2 to A/7, C!lre the extracts of 

daily beo.k m-::dntained .in c0ntro 1 in which the applical'lt 

was descr 1bed as TPC but the extracts of daily book, 

are not the conclusive proof of the fact that applicant 

was utilised as TPC continuC>usly for number of years. 

The post of -~: Cterk is a •c• category post w~reas 

the applicant is only working as a Call Boy in subs­

tantive capacity in group • n• post. Even if, for 

argument sal~, it is t'aeld that the applicant was being 
t--r 'YI.~J\:.h-v 'J. !f/uvYS L.,.. ../IM, 7-tLil~~~_,_,fs; 

utilised on the postof, TpC - ....- • .._ '-
J~ ~ ~ ~""''*" ~ :h~L...'"J"rl~~- {il) ·~ fos.r- e-~ 
th<e~ group •c• post is a pi:'ornotion post. 

7. The controversy relating te regular is a-t; ion 

01:1 the group •c• post on direct appointn·ent, has been 

settled by the Full Eench of the Central Administrative 

·'I'ribanal by its order dated 30 .1<>.2000 ·--~-tf~~~&t in OA 

NO. 57/9i Aslam l<han Versus Uniooof Ir<iia am Others 

in which it was he-ld as under : 
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"A person directly engaged on Group..C post 
( Promotional Post ) on casual basis am 
has been ·subsequently granted tetq;~orary status 
would not be entitled to be regular ised on 

. Group-C post directly but would be liable 
to be regularis:rl in the feeder cadre in 
Group-D post only. His pay 4..thich he drew 
in the Group-C pQ ~ # will l'lOwever be liable 
to be protected .• ,. · 

In this ease. the applicant was engaged as 

a Casual Labour and was regular ised on that post also. 

His claim of having bee.n utilised as a TPC, has been 

challen9ed by the resporrlents. The applicant has also 

not been able to prove the sane. Consequently, the 

applicant • s claim bears no rrer it. 

9. In view of the above facts arA the position 

as laid down by the Full Bench. the O.r: iginal Application 
' ' 

of the a~plicant claiming regular isation as a Telephone 

Clerk. deserves to be ¢lisrnissed and is hereey dismissed. 

own costs. 

••• 
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~""" ~,,p<"1 
( Ja. .K.I~llSRA ) 
Jud !.Member . 
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