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IN 'I'HE CEN'IRAL ADMINIS'I'RA'I'IVE 'l'RIBUNAL ,JAIPUR BENCH ,JAIPUR. 

* * * 

o.A 116/95 

Date of Decision: l~~J l }~ 
(' 

Vasudev, Niyamu, Vikaro, Gangadhar, Murali, Kharaja, Parishetra, Udharava, 

Hema, Mi thala , Pu tradev i , ' Rukmin.i , Ni tula, Santula, Sarasvat i , Suvarana , 

Laxmi, Kannu, Pankaj, Siromani and Orani, all casual· Jabour under AEN (C), 

Western Railway, Railway Sta~ion Sawai Ma6hopur. 

• •• Applicants 

Versus 

l. Union of India through General Manager, Western Railway, Churchgate, 

Mumbai. 

2. Dvl.Rly.Manager, Western Railway, Kota.-

3. ·Chief Project Manager (S&C), Conversion, Western Railway, Jaipur. 

4. Executive Engineer (S&C), Western Railway, Kota. 

CORAM: 

HON'BLE MR.S.K.AGARWAL, JUDICIAL MEMBER 

For the Applicant 

For the Respondents 

0 RD ER 

Respondents 

Mr.Rajve-er Sharma 

Mr.Anupam Agarwal, prcxy 

counsel 1or Mr.Manjsh Bhandari 

PER HON'BLE MR.S.K.AGARWAL, JUDICIAL MEMBER 

In this OA filed u/s 19 of the Adm]nistrative 'I'ribunals Act, the 

applicants make a prayer to quash and set asia•? the orders dated 8~4.94, 

27.5.94·.and 5.1.95 and to direct the responqents to con5ider the applicants 

for regularisation from the date their juniors have been regularised, with 

all consequential beneiits. 

2. 'lhe case of the applicants, in brief, is that they werE initially 

engaged as casual labour by respondent No.4 and th~y were granted temporary 

' status w.e.f. l.l.84 but they have not been regularised so far although 

juni9rs to them were regularised and posted as- Grcup-D v-ide order dated 

27.5.94 and 5.1.95. Therefore, the applicants filed this OA ior the relief 

as mentioned above. 

~~ 
l 

3. Reply was filed. In the reply it is stated that th.:: seniority list 

dated 16.11.92 was a combined seniority list oi the employees working in the 

Engineedng Department. It is stated that a number cf employees even 

projEct casual labours were also screened and regularised vide order oated 

2.6.94 and 5.1.95 for 20% quota meant for them and seniority positfon upto 
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Sl.No.247 was taken on panel. It is further stated that the applicants will 

be considered_ for regularisation accoraing to their seniority position. It 

is also stated that - the applicants have been· transferred in their own 

interest and to provide them work. It is further stateo that regular:.isation 

was done from different Wings· and as per their senjority position. 

-: Therefore, action oi the respondents cannot b.e held to be arbitrary ano 
I 

illegal and this OA is devoid of any merit, hence liable to be dismissed. 

4. Heard the learned counsel for the parties and- also ~ruse¢ the whole 

record. 

5. The learned counsel for the applicants argued that the respondents 

were required to regularise the services of casual labours as per the 

seniority list dated 16.11.92 an6 there was no basis to regularise them from 

different Wings. It appears that the seniority li_st dated 16.11.92 was 

pr:epared for all the casual labours who are working ip the Engineering 

Department. of Kota Db ision ano no other seniority list 'Wing-wise was 

published. It also appears that there is no re.asonable basis or rational 

behind the screening Wing-wise. 'l'he respondent department is axpected to 

screen and regularise the casual labour in order of seniority as per the 

seniority J ist publiseCl. Therefore, the applicants were also entitled ior 

regularisation as per their seniority position in the seniority list oat.ea 

16.11. 92. Although .the applicants ha'112 filed representations bu:. the same 

· were not rsplied. 'I'herefore, the action of the respondents to regularise 

the juniors and !lot to considec the applj cants at the relevant point ci 

seniority is an arbitrary act, which_ is n~t sustainable in law. 

6. I am, therefore, ,of the opinion tha.t the applicants are enti tloo to be 

considered for reglilarisation on the date when. their juniors have been 

regularised. /· 

7. Therefore, this OA is allowed and the re;sponoi:nts a.re directed to 

consider the candidature of the applicants tor regularisation from the date 

their juniors have been regt;tlarised, with all cons-=quential bi?netits. No 

'order as to costs. 
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