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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
BOMBAY BENCH

Shri Maheshwarrao Suryanarayan «eo bpplicent,
« ! . V/Sa

General Manager,

Central Railway,

Bembay

Divisional Railway Mahager

Central Railway

Nagpur Division

Nagpur, _

CORAM: Hon'ble Shri Justice M.S. Deshpande, Vice Chairman

Hon'ble Ms. Usha Savara, Member (A)

Appearance:

Applicant in person,

Shri J'éG Sawant, counsel
for the respondents.

ORAL JUDGEMENT : Dated: 6,.,8,93

§{ Per Shri M.S. Deshpande, Vice Chairman{

Heard couﬁsel for the parties, The applicant
continued in serg ice till 18.10.84 on the pretext that
he was working as casual Khalasi with effect from
19,7.84 to 18,10,84 and that he was not given the service
card inspite of his démand. His representations were
also not accepted. According to the respondents, the
applicant had worked ‘as - cagual labour with effect from
19.7.84 to 18,10.84 and thereafter, he absented from
the work, Further since the case has not been filed
within three years ffom the date of ceuse of action,

it is barred by time.

2. We have heard the applicant in person and
Shri Sawant for the respondents. It is apparent that

the applicent had worked for less than 90 days and
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he could not get the‘pa%géheék_Saniiﬁ "and shaii

continued in service, In the written argument which
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is filed today states that he was kept at Nagpur and
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was working for Shri N,K. Agrawal as a domestic
servant as per ordérs of 1.0.C, without absence, No
evidence is produced for his contention. Since

the applicant had no right of appointment and the
applié%ioﬁ is not filed within the time, no relief

can be granted to the applicant,

The application is dismissed accordingly.

There shall be no order as to costs.

}LAJSHA SAVARA) : (M.S .DESHPANDE )
MEMBER (A ) VICE CHAIRMAN
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