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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, JAIPUR BENCH 

Original Application .No. 451/2003 

Jaipur, this the 29th day of' March, 2005. 

CORAM Hon'ble Sbri Kul.d:i.p Singh, Vice Chail:lllall. 

Abdul Rashid, 
S/o Shri Shakur Khan 
Aged 45 years,~ Singh, 
C/o-Milan Kirana Store, 
Behind 40 Railway Quarters, 

'Ekta Colony, Gangapur City, 
Distr,ict Sawai Madhopur 
Rajasthan. 

'· 

l 

Applicant. 

By Advocate Mr. P. P. Mathur. 

1. 

3. 

Vs. 

Union of India · 
Through General Manager, 
Western Central Railway, 
Western Railway, 
Jabalpur . 

The Divisional Railway Manager, 
Kota Division, 
Western Central Railway, 
Kota. 

The General Manager, 
Western Railway, 
Church Gate, 
Mumbai. 

Kul.d:i.p Singh, Vice Chairman. 

Respondents. 

Applicant, Shri Abdul Rashid, has filed this OA 

seeking regularization to Group 'D' post. The facts as 
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alleged· by. the applicant in brief are that tQ.e applicant 

was· initially appointed on·- Gr0up 'D' p.ost on casual. basis 

on 3.7.81 under'the Station Superintendent; ~a~gapur City 

and he was issued-Casual Labour Card (Annexure A/1). 

2. The· applicant was engaged during 1986 and . 1996 as 

Hot Weather Water-man on va.rious occasions. and since in 

the year 1997. he has ·completed continuous work· as Casual 

Labour fdr 120 days, he was grar1:ted temporary status. 

also. This fact is not denied by t~e -respondents. 

Learned Counsel for · the applicant submits that vide 

Annexure A/9 certain persons who were working- as .·Hot 

· Weather Water-man · were called for . screening: ·for being 

C).ppolnted to.· Group ,·iy post, but the applicant was not 

called for and could not be screened for being appointed· 

to Group 'D' post. Learned ·counsel for the applicant 

fur_ther' submits that despite ·the fact that the· applicant 

(}jras gra~t;ed :temporary status, he was not called for 

.screening as his· name did not appear in Annexure A/ 9. 

3. Learned Counsel .for the applicant_ ·alleges that one 

similar.;Ly placed person Shri Nana.k Singh who was granted . - . 

temporary status and is a appointee later in time than 

the -applicant but since ·his case 'has been allowed, 
. . 

Respondents-Railway had been . directed to iJe screen him 

and re-engage the applicant on the post of . Casual L~bour 

under the Respondents-Railway with all consequential 

benefits.· It is further submitted that·against \ttv. the order 
I 
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passed ·by this· Tribunal in case of Nanak Singh, the 

respondents department filed .a Writ Petition. ·before the 

Hon'ble High Court which was dismissed. Against the 

dismissal of Writ Petition by the Hon' ble High Court, 

_Respondents filed a SLP before the Supreme Court,· which . . 

was also dismissed and ultimately in purs·uance of the 

order passed by. this.' Tribunal, the respondents had 

engaged Shri Nanak Singh, as admitted. in the count~r 

affidavit itself. Since ·the case of. ·the applicant is 

alike with the. case of Shri-Nanak Singh and on the basis 

of~ Judgment· passed in Nanak Singh's. case, two other 

applicants namely-. Shri Sardar Khan & Ors •. _who-- have filed· 

·a separate OA N<?· 303/95, .. their cases have also been 

allowed and respondents were directed to . .treat . those 

applicq,nts '.ln' the same manner as was done in the case of 

· Shri Nanak Singh in OA NO. 71/95. · ·It is further submitted 
' 

,t-"· that the applicant Shri Sardar Khan in OA No. 303/95 had 

v~~- been even granted temporary status. '_,II . 

4. Learned counsel ·for the respondents contended that· 

the Railway Board had issued · instruc:tions in . the year 
--..· 

1998 only to re-engage those employees who. were working 

in the. year 1998 itself. and since- th~ applicant was not 

wor.king in ·the year 1~98,· he was not called fo·r screening 
' . 

and ne could not be engaged and·_ as per the explanation in 

the case of Nanak Singh is concerned, it is submitted 

that there. is Court's order so they had re-engaged Nanak' 
/ 

Singh~ But this contention of Learned ·counsel ~or e 
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responpents. does ·not . appear 'to be · correct .as Circular 

·i 
Annex1.:1re A/9 shows that it re~ates to all those employees 

~ 

who were wgrking prior to 14.7.81 ~nd had~ continued··· 

· till 1998_·,- ·they were . called for screening .. for th~ Group 

· 'D' post but in ·the case of appLi:c~nt :9inc:e ·he had been 

granted· temporary status and he had been init~ally_ 

. . . 

eng~ged on 3. 7. 81 i.e. much earlier to 14.7. 81 so he has 

also . a right of screening ·and after pq.tting him to 

screening, if he is. found fit he should have been re­

~ngaged. as per the ins-tructions . i_ssued · ~y the Railway 

Board. In this case· also I find that· tne OA deserves to 

be allowed .on . the basis of the juqgement gi v.en in the 

case of Shri Nanak· Slngh and· the applicant· is also 

entitled to be gi veri the same treatment .• 

5. . ·Accordingly, I allow . the OA and direct the 
r 

. ·. 

respondents to follow ,the similar . procedure as was·· done 
'./ 

~~ 1:he case of Nanak Singh ·and the . appl.tcant may · be 

-., :L -~- JJ_·. r ·_\_ 
engag.ed as Group 'D' Casual.Labour •. ~ -~ . ~ .... . ("' r ~ -. 
~ l ~ r~-~---<--w~r ~ 

(KULDil~ 
VICE CHAIRMAN 

. ' 

I 

,. 


