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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL : HYDERABAD BENCH
AT HYDERABAD.

O.A.No.385/90. - pate of Judgment’ qué\‘?o
D.Srinivasulu
& l4 others .+ Applicants

Vversus

- The Divisicnal

Railway Manager,

South Central Railway,

Guntakal :

& another ‘ .« Respondents

k.

Counsgel for the Appliéants : Shri K.Sudhakar Reddy,
' Advocate.,

Counsel for the RespOndeﬁts

at

shri N.R.Devaraj,
SC for Railways.

— - -

CORAM:

‘Hon'ble Shri J.Narasimha Murthy : Member (Judl).

Hon'ble shri R.Balasubramanian : Member (Admn).

} Judgment as per Hon'ble Shri R.Balasubramanian,
Member{Admn) Y. - '

-

This is an application filed by Shri D.Srinivasulu
and 14 others under section 19 of the Administrative
Tribunals Act against the Divisional Railway Manager,

South Central Railway, Guntakal and another.

2. The applicants were all working as casuai labourers
from 1978, 1979 ahd 1980. The applicants alongwith several
juniors were stopped from work since 21.4.80 by oral orders

issued by the respondent authorities. Thereafter the

‘applicants were waiting for orders for engagemént as casual

labourers whenever there was work, But to theilr dismay
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the respondent authorities absorbed and engaged several
juniors as casual labourers ignoring the seniors. Aggrievec
by the action of the respondents the applicants gave a

representation dated 4.3.89. There was no response, The

applicants feel ‘aggrieved that the action ¢f the respondente

is illegal, arbitrary and violative of section 25-H of the
I.D.Act. They have prayed that the Tribunal direct the
respondents to confer temporary status on these casual

labourers and to continue to engage them as casual labourers

3. ~ The prayer is opposed by the respondents. After
various ameliorative measures the Railway Board has finally
issued an order dated 4.3.87 by which even those casual
labourers whe were discharged prior to 1.1.81 for want of
work or due to completidn of work can be brought on to the
live register for purpose of re~engagement the condition
being that peepie who fulfil this condition should apply
to the Rallway authorities before 31.3.87. In pursuance of
that notification 18 casual labourers who were earlier
discharged from work like the applicants submitted written
representations with édequate documentary proof showing

. . | amd o
their earlier engagement ae within the stipulated time.
They were therefore taken into the live register. The

applicants did not avail of the opportunity and hence

their names could not be brought on to-the live register.,

4, By a letter dated 9.12.88 the Divisional Perscnnel
Officer,lGuntakal replied the representationists that their
request dated 21.10.88 could,not be accepted because they

have not come within the time limit 6f'3l;3.87.
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To:
1.

2.

3.

The Divisional Railuay Manager, Guntakal division,
south central railyay, '

The Divisional personnsl officer, Guntakal division,
socuth central railuay,

One copy to Mr.K,Sudhakar Reddy, Advocate, 2=2=1132/5,
New Nallakunta, Hyderabad, °

One copy to Ng;N.R.Davaraj, 5C for Railuays,CAT,Hyderabad.

' One copy to Hon'ble Mr,R,.Balasubramanian:Member: (Admn)

s

CAT.,HyderQbad.
One spars copy.
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5. Wé have heard the learned counsels for the applicants
énd the respondents and examined the case. The main

question before us is whether the applicénts approached

. the Railway administration in time.

6. wWe find frqm tﬁé‘ﬁéilway Board's ci?cular dated
4.3;85 that it i; the ré?ult ofrthemépec}alrconsideration
and since the numbeerf‘such cases cduld be uncertain
they'wanﬁéd to impose the time limit'ofn3a.3.87 by which
time it was expecﬁed that all persons who had actually

worked in the past and were alert could approach the

Railway authorities with proper documents and get

Lranotied :

themselves inte the live register. The Railway Board
also wanted suitable publicity to be given to those

] ‘-‘ .A'va,v
instructions by the Railway administration. It is ky=—thi

that ‘the Railway administration in the instant case had

given suitable publicity because 18 persons from the same

‘unit as the applicants had approached the Railway

~

authorities well in time with the required-docﬁments and

wrolled -

-got themselves,inte the live register. The delay on the

' Lraeivurnd
part of the applicants is moet even-marginal and therefore-—
we feel that they have no case for enrolment in the live
register. We accordingly dismiss the case with no order

-

as to costs.
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( J.Narasimha Murthy ) { R.Balasubramanian )
Member (Judl). . Member{Admn) .
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