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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBMAL, JAIPUR REWUCH, JAIPTR .
Fhihkkhk»
Datﬁ of Decision: 17.2.95,
OA 40/95

GOVINDA MEEMNA
V/s.

JHICN OF TNDIA & ANR.

CORAM:
HON'BLE MR . GOPAL ['RISHHA,
HOM'ELE MR. O.P . SHALMA,

L 4 IDPDLI:LZ’AP

MEMBER (J).
MEMBER (A) .

For Applican eve SHET C.R. SHAPMA .
For the Respondents coe —
FER HO'2IE MR . GOPAL FRISHNA, MIMBER (7 i.

Applic¢n£ Sovinda Meena, in this application u/s 19 of
ths Administrative Tribunals Act, 1935, has sought a direcstion
to the respondents to the eff«ct that he should be engaged 2as
casaal lzboar in their servics. He has also prayed that his
gsenicricy should e counted as casual labwmur from the Adaté oF
his initial aprointment.

2. We have heard the learncd counsel for the applicant.
3. The applicant states that he was 2ngaged zs 2zsual labour
in the Jaipur Divizion of the Vestern Ralilway on 11.6.7?2 ani he
the
continued in fServiece of ths rezpondents in that Jivision +ill
4 1950, er which his zervices were abriaptly teiminated bj:y«rbal
v order. In the same brzath it hes been stated that after 20.9.8

though vacancizs were available under the employment

respondents

engajged fresh persons as

iz also stated that the

H of the Industrial Dispites Act,

been violated by the rss

but the applic

provisionse contained in Sacztions

sondants .

of the

was not 2allsd and the

ant was not

asual lahour vide Annexure A-=3. It
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1947 (for short the act) have

The learned counsel far the

applicant has Arawn our attenmtion to the Railws Board's

ircular dated 23

p

(X¥Aﬁ$@ersons wvho acquired temporary status a3 a recsalt

«9.78, 1in which

it has been orovided that

£ having
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worked for more than four months should be considered for
reqular employment withont having to go through the Employmant

Exchanges and further, that a register should be maintained by

Q

w

the names of casual

'—.
I\

all the Aivisions concerned to indicat
labours, subgtitutes and cagaal lsbours who have renidered four
months servioe,csither ~ontinucus or broken, £o0r the purpose Of
future employnent as Cisual Worlmen and ale o as reqular
employees, praovided they are eligible for regular employment.
The applicant has relied on a document at anneware A-Z'which
has nno -overing letter and whizh Aoes not bear the signatiare
of any person who had issued it. It merely shows that the

icant was =zngajed in 1972 but there is no d>zument to
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indicate that he had continued to worﬁ till 1990 whgn it is
alleged that his services were terminated b;29erbal order.

The applicant has not produced any evidence to show that he had
in fact workad from 11.6.79 €2 some date'in 1920, The apglicant
has given some names in hie lztter Annexure A-3 dated 11.1.95,
adiressed to the Divisional Railway Managjer, Western Railway,
Jaipﬁr, but the lstter is wvague in sj Far a2 it does not indicate
as to when the persons named therein were ehgaged anl on what
post. It has of course been stated in the application that one
Shri Suresh waz given employment as casiaal labour under the IOW
at Alwar in the y=ar 1992. If any such employment was given to
Shri Suresh in 1992, the applizant should havw raised his
grievance 3t thzat point <f time., In Annexure =7 dateé 4.1.94
it is stated that Shri Ravi Raj Saran was merely advised to
repdrt to the Sr. Divisional FPersonnel Officer, Tota Division,
for further instructions about his engagement as a fresh face

cazual labour in Group-D on the Kota Divisicn., Similarly, the
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letter at Anpexure A= dated 22.56,93, addrecszed to shioi abdul
Wwehid, shows thsE he was 3also advised t2 -—ontact the Serior

Divizional Personrnel COfficer, FKota, immsdiately for farther

Ck o instructicns abhoit his engajgement as a fresh face ~asual labour
Ky _
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imilar advies was gilven to Shri

[

in Group-D 2f that Jdivision., |
Mohammed Laige Noor Mohammzd Phan vide annsxure A«9 dated
15.12,93,and £33 Shri Mahendrz Pratap Rambripal Singh vide
letter Adated £.2.91 (arrexure A-10). These do-uments do not
estalxlish that the persons referred to above were actually
engaged as fresh faces casual labour. another dosument, on
whizh the applicant has based his zase, is Ammexure A=4, which

caslial labour: as on 31.12.83.

h

is the final seniority list o
The name of the applicant dozs not A figure anywhere in this
gseniority list. If at 3ll the apolicant was aggrieved by this
seniority list, he shonld have agiféted hiz grievance within
the perind of limitjtion. There is no cogent evidence to prove

that the agpplizant had in fact worked as a casual labour from
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11.6.79 t0 zome Jdate . It appears that the applicant
hiad not continued in service in the Jaipur Division £ill 193

since he himzelf has stated that after 20,3.92 in gpite of the

%

avallability of vacancies the applicant wazs not called and the
respondznts engaged frezh persons i3 casusl labkour. The

applicant having failed to make out any case in his £avour, we

da not £ind that this is 3 fit case for adjudication.

4, This applicaticon i5 therefors dismissed at the stage‘of

admission.
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