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Central Administrative Tribunal 
Jodhpur Bench, J"odhpur 

••• 

o~.No. 363/99 

I·fi.anohar Lal s;o Shri l•1ohan Lal aged about 43 years, 

working as a Carpenter under Dy. c .s.'l' ~E. (Constru­

ction), JOdhpur, R/o Irrlira Colony, Opposite of Maha­

roandir i Jodhpur. 

• •• Applicant. 

Versus 

1. Union of India through Gener: al i'1anager, 

Baroda 1:-:buse, Northern Railway, Ne\'1 Delhi. 

2. Divisional Railway l"ianager, Northern Railway, 

Jodhpur. 

3. oy. Chief Signal Telecom Engineer (C) , 

Northern Railway, Tilak Bridge., Ne\v Delhi. 

4. Signal Inspector (Const.)., Northern Railway, 

Jodhpur. 

5. Divisional Raih;ay Hanager, Northern Railway, 

New Delhi. 

Chief l~drninistrative Officer (Constltuction), 

Northern Railway, Eashnd.ri Gate, Delhi • 

• • .. Respon:lents • 

••••• 

V.a:. Y.K.Sharma, Counsel for the applicant. 

t•ir. I<amal Dave., Counsel for the respondents • 

••••• 
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.2. 

The applicant has filed this O.b •• With the 

pr·eyer that the respondents be directed to regularise 

t.he applicant on the post of Carpenter in t~pay scale 

of R s. 950-1500 (RPS) and the orders Annex.A/1 and 1-~onnex. 

A/2 be quashed with all consequential benefits. 

2. Notice of the o.t:~. "Jas given to the respondents 

who have filed their reply. 

3. The applic::mt was iP.itially engaged as Casual 

Labour J:.'J1alasi on 2.8. 79 and was thereafter prorroted to 

the post of Carpenter on 15.4.80 .:.uri since then the 

\'J~s regularised or} his substantive group D post am 

·v.Jas reverted onthat post. It is also conterrled by the 

resporrlents that applicant cannot claim re.:;Julari sat ion 

on the post of Carp€ltlter simply because he continued 

to \-vor k on that post for number of years. 

4. ~'We have considered the above facts and the 

rival contentions of the parties. In our opinion, 

the applicm t, \tJho was initially appointed as a f(h.alasi 

and was being utilised on a group •c • post, cannot 

c lairn regularisation on the basis of long yec.r s of 
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workin;r. The position of the respondents in tb.is 

respect and applicant • s entit lenent for regularisa­

tion has l:een settled by t.he Hon'ble Supreme Court 

arrl the Full Bench of Central .P ... dmini strative Tribunal, 

arrl iri view· of the judgerrents ren:lered, t.he applico.nt 

cannot claim to be regularised on a group •c• post 

on the basis of ad hoc worJ.--...irg for numl::.er of years. 

Tl1e applicant holds lien in his pa:r·ent cadre an:1 

consequently, regularisation on the basis of the 

~1orking either on construction side or othenJise,would 

not be avaiL .. ble to him. lon;r years of \>Jerkin on 

group •c• post does not entitle him to claim regularisa-

tion. 

s. In v ie'tv of the foregoing, the applicant 1 s 

prayer in regard to his reg.ti.larisation in a group •c• 
post, is dismissed. R>t·mver, as per the principle laid 

do\vn by the Full Bench, the pay of the applicant shall 

be protected v-;hen he is. ordered to hold a group •o• 
post, by the respondents. 

6. Parties are left to bear their O\vn cost. 
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