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1N THE CENTRAL ALMILIISTFATIVE TFIBULIAL, JAIPUF BENCH, JAIPUR.
0.A.Ro.383 /99 ' Late of cvdar: 2.7.2000
Sarwar Lal Fumhar, &/o Shri Fem Chandraii, PB/o Village

Singhawal, Post Singhawal, Distt.2dmer, Ssascn Waterman.

...Applicant.
Vs.
1. Unicn ol India throungh the Secretary, Mini. of Railways, 242,
Rail Bhawan, New Delhi.
2. Western FRailway therough its General Manager, Church Gate,

Mumbai.
3. The Divisional Rail Manager (Estt), Ratlam.

-« Pespordent:

Lu

Mr.3unil Samdaria -~ Counsel for applicant
Mr.T.F.Sharma - Counzel for respondents.
CORAM:

Hon'ble Mr.S.K.Agarwél, Judicial Member
FER HON'ELE MR.E.V.AGARWAL, JUDICIAL MEMBER.

In this Original 2pplication under Sec.l®  of  the

Administrtive Tribunals Act, 1225, the aprlicant walzz a prayer to

Jirect the respondsnts to regularize the services of the applicsant
as sessonde” Waterman and not to discontirme the servites of the
applicant ard treat him contimicuz in =zervice w.z.i. 20.6,.92,

Z. In briet the ceze of the applicant is that hs was initially
appointed 3z Scason: ¢+ Watermsn on 12,4094, Theveafter, he was
engagsd from 12.4.54 too 15.7.9% ard theresftsr he wss zngag:d
regularly from 1937 to 1992 ot he was not engagsd afber 1.6.92. It
ie stated that th: applicant haz completed more than 120 Gays and
temporary status was conierrad upon him wes.i. 27.4.87. He was also
medically examined on 15.21.27 Lat he has not been regularized on
the post. It is statsd that the spplicant workasd from 1994 to 1992
and was conierrsd tewmporary status, therefors, he is entitled to
regularisation kut the raspondentse are ot regularising the
services of the apglicant. Theveicore, he {ilzd the 0.2 {for the
reliet az menticned above. ‘

3. Reply was 1ilad. In the reply it has been amphasised that the
applican: is not entitled to regularigstion in view »f the facts
mentioned in the reply. .

4. Heard the learnzd counsel fov the parties
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at the stage
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Tribunal in ©.2 110,311 /%% decided similar matter on 7.10.99 and

1 admizssicon and alss psrused the winole record.

rned counsel  for the applicant submits that this

took the view to divrect the respondents to consider the cass of the

applicant {for regularisation. The learned counszl  for  the
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respondents als> concades Lo the exisnt that similar view in 0O.A
0.211/9% was taken by this Tribunal vide crder dated 7.10.99.
6. In view oi the ifacts ard circumstances of this case, the Q.A

é
is disposed of with & directimn to the respondents to consider the

candidature of the applicani for veqularisation of his services as
Waterman &3 per rules if he iz found fit ifcv che same aabject to

the availability of wvacancy [ by tollowing  instrocticre and
guidelines available on the subdject, within a pericd of 2 menths
irom the date of receipt of & oopy of this order. o ordsr as to

costs.

(S.K.Agarwal)
Member (J).



