Ceptral &dministrative Tribunal
Jodhpur Bench,Jodhpur

Date of order :16.2.2001

OehO. 356/99

Ramesh Chand S/0 Shri Kamal Giri aged about 42 years,
R/o Qtr. Ho. 2171 Railway D.S.Colony, Jodhpur, &t
present employed dn the post of Junior Draftsman in the
‘office of Dy. Chief Engineer (C-1D), Jodhpur, Morthern
Railway e .
3 O eeess Applicant .
Ver sus

1. Unionof India through General Hanager,
Northern Railway, Baroda House, New Delhi.

Divisional Railway Manager, Horthern Radilway,
Jodhpur Division, Jodhpur.

Deputy Chief Engineer (Construction-Il),MNorthern
Railway, Jodhpur.

The Chief Administrative Officer (Construction),
Northern Railway, Kaghmiri Gate, Delhi-6.
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HOMN'BLE MR oR o KoMISRA, JUDICIAL MEMBER A
HON'BIE M oA JP.NAGRATH, ADMINISTRAT IVE MEMBER
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MR, JeKelaushik, Counsel for the applicant.
YR, Famal Dave, Counsel for the respondents.
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PER HON'BLE MR oA +KMISRA ¢

The applicant had filed this O«Ae. with the
pryer that the respondents be directed to consider
regularisation of the applicant on the post of Draftsman
in group *C' in the pay scale of Rge 1200-2040 in terms
of the Railway Eeérd’s Circular dated 9.4.97.

2. Not{ice_of the OWhe was given to the respondents
who have filed their reply in which it is stated by
the respordents thet the applicant was regularised on
the post of ¥Xhalasi and he cannot ¢laim regularisation
as Draftsman, group ‘C' post because the same is not

in his channel of promotion. The O.A. deserves to be

We have heard the learned counsel for the

srties and have gone through the cage file.

4, The facts of the case are not in dispute. The
applicanE who was initially appointed as Khalasi,was
being utlised on the post of Junior Draftsman on ad hoc
basis. e has been regulerised on @roup 'D' post by
the respondents but t"nel claim of the applicant is fof
regulari sation on the gréup 'C' post on the basis of
long working. But, irlx owr opinion, in view of the order
rendered in Aslam Khan's case, the applicant‘ is not
entitlec} to be regularised on the post of Draft sman,

the said post not being in the promotional channel of

Khalagi,.

Similarly in Ram Lubhaya'’s case, in which
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order wasg given by the Full Bench of Central Admini s-

: trative Tribunal.ssd Tt was held that long working on
SN dgea

R ‘fff\ad hoc basis not entitle’ the applicant for regularisae
N ”
‘tion. Such employees are entitled to regularisation

1
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-dn their turn in their parent division in accordance
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;- ./ with the rules.

6. In view of the above propositions, the applicant

capnot claim regularisation. The Original application
é.ﬂ is devold of merit and deserves to be dismissed and is

hereby dismissed.

7 There is no order as to COstSe
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Part 11 and IN destroyed
In my presence on ....f..lf..g <0 9\
under e suy sovision of
gecti~n cfher ‘
Qrdej{ aaa il 2




