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CENTRAt ~DMI~I~tRATtVE 
- : . '." ·' .:·::·.,· ·-:'·,.: ~:L../}':,['.:}_:i;.: "'. 

O.A.No.367./9.6 ; '._ .-. 

TRIBUNAL,.JAIPUR BENCH,· JAIPUR· 

. o~~~~~~ order: 1)s)~ 
. . . ·.: ' (:. ·/:-_:-.: ·:.;·. •:j{·.: .. ~.J .. ~t ( . . 

Amulya- Kumar, :S/o.'Sh •. Laxman ·working __ as Helper under­·, ' ~ ... ·.. . {.-·. · .. :· >: -t:.'. .(·· ; ·.· '. 

Chi~f Signal\~~~pector, Phulera,_Dis~t.Jaipur. 
' ·:. . -: ... · ~ ·<- '·:~ . :-\:;;·::·.:· ... ~ ,\.~\ -./. t,:.:-.~~-.)::~ -~--~; ... ~ . 

. :· •\· -~.-.--

.. :. '- :f .. ;':' ·-~.:-: ·_:. -~--~:~: 
.- •• Applicant. 

" ;~ ~- ! . ~ . . . 

Vs. 
· · · - ~ ·:·:· ~ .. :.:.:'- -!;:· :i:r . 1.-·, · · 

. , ' . .', ',·,. ~ ."i_ ~: ~:_. J . ~ .: . I.' . . ( _;~ \ . ,: ' -~· •• , , 

unicH1 .o t _india • ttirotigli C3@ft@i?t!l- Ma_nAtaet:, W.Rly, H.Q 
· .-t.·.,:. -_·_. -· .... _: .-:-i· .·- ._:~:r- -~·\\.. · ~- <· ~: ; __ 

0 f f i,ce, . Churchga te '· · Mumba i. 
. . ;:·.·. -:-·1.· :~ ~::- 'J~. -;._ .. _" ~:.;· ~~~ .. ~-~~-<;\·:)- }~. ~~- {· .: . .. 

Chl.e.f Signal-.&·-~elecorn Engineer:(M_), W.Rly,H.Q 
. .· ;!.,,~·, .{i_.~.;.~~}:.--··~-~:·_-::f:·t;.·~~ ~-:'!·--· ... ;:·~.') 

Office, 

Church_gate, Mumbai ~--· 

Divisional .Rail~ay·Manager, W.Rly~ Power House Road, 
·. : •.:­.' . ' . i . ~ 

_Jc:dpur. :. . . , . 
. . -. .- .. '!'·· '·>: .. ·, 

Div.isionalSign~_l·& Telecom Engineer (M), W.Rly, Jaipur 
I . , . 

i \ .~.Respondents. 
I 

. i '" . 
O.A.No.547 /97 

i . -;·· 
·Arn1ulya Kumar,- Sl/o Sh. Laxman work.ing as Helper under 

!' : ' ~-

Chief .. ~igna~ Inspector, Phuler~, Distt.Jaipur • 
. _..-· " !' ' . .-.. ' . 

i 
I 

.v.s. 

• •• Applicant • 

Udion. of: India~~h~ough General M~nage~, W.Rly, H.Q 
. --, 

Office, Churchg~te~. Mumbai.. 
I - . . '. , : 

Chief ~ignal & ~elecorn Engineer (M), W.Rly H.Q Office, 

Churc~~at~, Mum~ai. 
' 

Divisional.Rail~ay Manager, W~Rly, Power House Road, 
. : . . ... I ., 

Jaipur. 
1'. 

• I ••• { 

Divisional S_ignal &_ Telecom E~·g inee~· · ( M) ; w. Rly, Ja ipur 
:~ . . i• . . - ; .•. < • 

. . t . . ' 
. ·.··· i , .... 

~ Counsel for applic~nt I· ... . . . ·.· ::··. 

••• Respondentsa 

! .. ··. ... ' 

. -· -I :· ,_ ·'. 
) 

Mr.T •• Sharma .. -·Counsel' for respondents. 

. . . . . .... ~· .r· : .. CORAM .. 
Hon'ble M~.s.K._Aga~wal, Judicial Member . .. ' ... 

' . . ~ ·t •, .· . 

Hon'ble Mr.~A~P.Nagrath, Adminiitr~~ive Member. 
' .. 

. -;·. 
i :.• 
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PER HO~ 1 B~E. MR ·~ ~,:~:·AGA'~-~i~t~:':·~ .. JUDICIAL ~;"~"~~:~:R. 
A~· in both·"i~:·th~se-·:o.As the ·facts are common and .· . ·:.:.,_: <~ :: . ! ~· 

. ' . 
common questions ·law are,invdlved, th~~efore, we decide both 

• /- ..... ~ '; '1', ~. :·. ~ -;-; '/ ·:., .'.: .... _:~. ,;\.\: 

these O.As by a commori order. 
I ·, '·' ' . .·' \ ~ ' ; ~ t ·:·,. . ; ..... 

1 
The relie~ .~ou~ht.b~ the applicant iri O.A No.367/96 is 

. . ' ! .• ' ' ; ~ ·'· • l-. • • 
2 •. 

. ·. .. ·. ~ .~ : 

to direct the respondents to regularis~.the s~rvices of the 
. . . . · ... • . .'i :' .. '. . . . ' . 

applicant on the post··~of ·Painter and to. fix. him in the pay 
. . .. ···,· . ' ' ,. ' 

·:::. ·.· .. ·:. 

scale of Painter Rs.950~15000. The reiief sought in O.A 
. , . . ' . ' :·. . ': ' . . ·, '}. -~ .... ~ ~~ • . ··. \ : ; . . I 

No.547/97 is to direct the respondents :to regularise the 
. :, ": ,•' ' ,. . . . . ' 

services of the applicant and to allow him to-appear in the 
··r· · .. ·. ,, } ' . , . ,. 

trade test to be ~eld 6n.29th & 30th Dec.l997 •. 
' ~ ' . ' 

3. Common facts in these two O.As are that the applicant . ~ . , .. 
' . t . . . . 

initially; engaged as _c_asual· labourer •. ~e was allowed t emporar~.'· 
. ' . . \ 

statu~ vi~e order :dated.i3.1.87 w.e.f. 1·.1.85~ It is stated 

that vide:order dated 26.3.87, the pay 6f th~ applicant was 
i 

fixed at Rs.9SO~l500 w.e.f. 1.1.86 in the revised pai scale. 
' . ' 

/r 

Thereafter, .the pay ~f the applicant was reduced to Rs.750-940 
.·,: :· 

w. e • f ~ 21 ~ 11 • 8 7 • ··No not i c e. was g i v en- t o the a p p 1 i cant be fore 

reducing his pay~ It is stated that the pay of Rajesh Jangid, 

Carpenter was reduced s~IIlilarly but.he approached the Tribunal 

and the·Tilbunai granted him the relie~ not to reduce the pay 

and accordi~gly hewas allowed the pay scale.950-1500 vide 

ord~r dat~d 27~10.95. It is stated that the applicant was·not 
'· . 

allowed tJ appear in the ·trade test t~ b~ held on 29/30~12.97 

vide the impugned order at Arin.Al, th_erefore, the applicant 

filed the D.As for the reliefs as above~ . . 
; . 
;• 

4. Rep'ly was ·fiied. ·In the reply, it is stated ·that 
. ' ·. ' ,..,.; ' . 

·-/ ... 

initia~ly-~he applicant w~~ engaged as casual Khallasi on 
:· ., .. 

21.5.]2. It is stated that. the applicant ~as .screened by the 
• < ·' '. 

, . . . ·, . . I . . .· 

Committee. and was. made permanent on the post of Khallasi w.e. f 
' •0 ' 0 0 0 ' 0 ' •• :A I 0 0 

12.4.94, th~refore, the applicant is ·not entitled to 
.. , '·. ... . . ', 

-.C.:\. .... _ .. L ______ regular isat iori. on the :post of. Painter •. It is stated that Sh • 

I' 
I 

.. , 
i 
I 
I 
I 
/. 

. -:.I .. 
· ... ·.·····~. (. ·.·-:---.:. .. _.,_.,:. ~ _. ·-·--·-·-·· ···----....:..-. ---··-----. 

' 



l· 

~-

_,. 

\ 

Rajesh Jangid was initially engaged as casual Carpenter, 

theref, re, the case_ of. f~h~ applic"ant is: -d~s~ingu ishable 
1\\' , , • 'I , • , • 

vl i th 

the care :,of Shri ~·a_j~sti :~angid and the. ·~pplicant is not 

entitlkd to any relief 1.~ou9ht for •. · · . /- · . 

5. Heard.the learned counsel for=the parties and also 
. 'I . ·. - . 

peruse th~ whole record.· 

Undi~puted factt·~n these cases is that the applicant 
. .. : :::.·r,· :,,.·; ·: ,. 

6. 

~s iJitially.engaged rs.casual Khallasi and he ~s 

::::1 ~ ::: ::~:; ~::;~ :;1i :?.~::o::: :s:; ':~i • :::. :;:~: c::~ 7 5 0-9 40 
J . ' '. t' ' 

submi.ttf' s -'~.r~~,: ~-?~/,_~;p~}:l~~:~;r,:~'. is contin~~:-r~Y w,o~king as painter, 

ther~ orev_he.-·J~{-~~!:.A~~~:~::}o regularisat~o-n on the post of 
- . ·; .; -_:·', ... , .. _--·~::""·_·.;:l-,_.~ ... T'"':::-:··1''' ~: __ .. , .. · .. -,_ ._. 

Pairiter, ~ group-e p~~t"bu~ the resp6n6ents have ~egularised . . . r -< . ", I;. :·· ': \ ·.J' :·;/~ ,;-1/t~<t:: :: ' .·. . . ,, ··' '_'.' . • . . . . . . 
the.app1icant in'group-D post of Khal~a~i. ·on the other hand, 

the +nsel' f~~ ·~he ;iapo~dents s~bmit~ ~hat in Railways, the 

app.l i~an:t. -~s~:~~-~·:·_er:t~ i ~1:~~~"· to regular~·~~ t ion. in. Group~c post. 
, .· .. . ;-~F :·;,.~::,( r.:·:::·~.--!/~.\·:1:.~·.'.~: ::·~~:_;.l~,t.i.:\/L:~:::;') '.'::~_~;/~) ·~.· : '_:.. . · . . . 

. . . . . : 1"-· ' ·. 

1·. We have-given ~nxious consideration ~o the rival 
. . -~~ _.r . . ·:)U· ··_.· .. ··;::" :::)>~~_'\·<'t. \' . /-~"~~-.:.: .. ·f. . . 

cont ntiohs ·of .both· the .parties and ,·also perused the whole 
L ,·· , < '•• ,o -''~>.:~:-.-,f (~1\_·.:·,;"(<: ._::-.: t-.~·>''?~·~·~:~ .... ·~. /- ,0 

. ~- '• 

: ~:~ .. . : ·.· : .. - '1 .:.:_ <" .:.·' ;. 
. ·.~<: :.:·"·· ,:L~- ::/ 1':'1; :,,,:·;·', /. . ,. 

-.In Jamna Prasa4 & Ors. Vs. UOI & Drs, SLJ 2000(1) 512, 8. 

..... 

·.·: ·. ,_. 
I • 

Prinlip~l Bench of ~~T~held that ca~ual~labburers in Railways 

can. ·e ~egula~is~d_ i~ G~ou~-D post only. rn·Asiam Khan Vs. UOI 
. . . . . . .... i·. ·. . . . 

Full Berich of this Tribunal took th~ same view and held that - i . 
. .., . !· 

caeurl ~abourer can 9nly be regulari~ed in Group-D post. As 

the kpplicant has already been_screened and regularised in 

Grourb-o post oi Khal~asi vide order dated 12.4;94, thereiore, 

in o r considered view, the relief sought by the applicant for 

regular{sation.in ~roup-C post is not ~ustainable, therefore, 

lia le ~o be rejecteh •. 
. I 

.-
9. As regards.th~ oth~r reliefs as cla~~ed by the 

. .. I . . . 
app 

app 

·" the 

icant, _the_ counsiel for the applicant submits that the 

i~ant~is en~i~l,d t~ the pay.of p~inter as he had drawn~~ 

t1me of rev1s1on·pf pay scales w.e.f. ~.1.86. On the other 
• ·' 1 .• · .::· •. 

I 

.,_ 
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hand the learned counsel for the respondents s~brnits that the 

applicant is getting the pay of Gr6ub-~··ern~loyee fio; th~ year 

1987 and on the date of his regularisation he was getting the 

pay of Group-D ~rnploye~.-

10. In O.A No.S~/98 Na~ga Singh Vs. Oor, decided on 

27~1.2000, this Tribunal-took the view that in case of 

regularisation of a:casual labourer working in Group-e 

category/if_he:isi,:r_egul~·rlsed in Group-Dpost, his pay shall 
·: ,,; ' 

be protected~ But in~t~e~instant case~ the·applicant on the 
' .. '. .. .•· ,. ... . . - .. . )· 

date.o~ his"regula~~is~~-~_on was getting_the pay as applicable 

to a Group-D e.rnploye~::./cmly~- therefore, h.e. is not entitled to 
·, '. I ' ~' • • 

the the as payable :to Group-e employee. The appl-icant was paid 
o • ·, ', < : .. ··:·. ~l.-~ .. :.')1(·;~ ~\-~-:~t~}> • ::' I • • • ! • • • • : 

.salary in the-''p.ay . .scale:'_Rs..750-940 w.e~'f. 20.11.87,_ it appears 
,. _;·. 

that the applicanf·h~s. not challenged the same, therefore, -·~ 
. ·'' .· 

~ . . . 

aftet lapse of about 8 years, he cannot 1 ch~llenge and say .that 
: ·. , .1·. . . I . . . . 

his pay, was reduced: arbitrarily, withoJ-t any basis. '· 
' ' ,··:' ' ... ,' '_:·,' / I ' 

' ' ~. I 

11·.. · Ther~fore ,.:,: .i'p ~our<c.onsidered 'v.iew, the ap.pl icaht has no 
. . . . ~ •. . . . . .. . ~- ' ' . . . 

case for ·int.er fe·~-~~ce by ·this 'l'r ibury_~l ·• · · 

12. · w~; therefor~, dismi~s O.A N~.367/96 and o.A No .• 547/97 
,, 

as ha-ving" no m·erit :with no. order as to costs. 

.. ··-~-~':·"'.~i:;:;.~~;t~ -
(AmP·.~~h;h) ... 

. . ~ 

- .• , . .- ........ .,.--":-;. ••. -. _I ·' 

···-~~~· 
1•1 ember (A') a Member (J) s 
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