
CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, 
JABALPURBENCH 
i  JABALPUR

Original Application No. 391 of 2005

H obble Dr.G .C. Sriv

Jabalpur, this the 14th day of September, 2006

astava, Vice Chairman
Hon’ble Mr. A.K. Gaiir, Judicial Member

Raja, S/o. Indrapal,
Aged about 44 years,
R/o. Gram Bargard, Tahasil Maun,
P.S. Bargard, Distt. Chi[rakut (UP),

(By Advocate -  None)

V e r s u s

a. The Union of India, 
Through: The Secretary, 
Dept, of Railway,
New Delhi.

b . The General M an ager, 
West Central Railway, 
Jabalpur. Respondents

(By Advocate -  Shri M. Banerjee) 

O R D E R  (Graft

Bv A.K. Gaur. Judicial Member

The'aforesaid casi was fixed on 23,6.2006. No appearance was 

made on behalf of th^ applicant and thereafter the matter was 

adjourned to 8.8.2006. As the Division Bench was not available the 

case was not taken up on 8.8.2006. Today when the case taken up, the 

learned counsel for the applicant Mr. P.Chaturvedi is not present. Mr. 

M.N. Baneijee, learned Standing counsel for the Railways is present. 

Since the controversy is Very short and reply has already been filed in 

this case, we are deciding this matter under Rule 15(1) of CAT 

(Procedure) Rules, 1987.



The applicant by means of filing the aforesaid Original 

Application has prayed for the following main relief:-
|

“i. to quash tjie order dated 24.11.2004 passed by DRM 
(Araiexure A-5), |

ii. and also qiash the guidelines issued by the respondents 
dated 30.8.2000 fbr regularization of ex-casual labours,

iv. direct the respondent’s to appoint on the regular post of 
Group-D which j  were advertised by the respondents on 
17.5.2002, 24.10.2002 and 7.1.2003 or appoint him before the 
appointment of hij; juniors ”

3. The brief facts of the case are that the applicant is challenging 

the order dated 24.11.2004 passed by the DRM (P), Jabalpur rejecting 

the candidature of the applicant onj3roup-D post. It is urged on behalf 

of the applicant that he had started working as a Daily Wager from 

25.8.1977. The respondents have rejected his claim on the ground that 

he did not for ap pointment on the notification dated 30.8.2000 

by which the respondents called the applications from ex-causal 

labourers.

4, By filing counter reply the submissions raised on behalf of the 

applicant have been denied by the respondents. It has been contended 

on the part of the respojidents that the applicant has not challenged 

any particular order but has challenged only the letter dated 

24.11.2004. The DRM (P), Jabalpur had issued the notification dated 

30.8.2000 (Annexure R-|l), calling for details of service particulars 

from ex-casual labour w|io worked with the DRM(P), Jabalpur. The 

last date for receipt of j  such particulars was fixed on 30.9.2000. 

According to the respondents the applicant did not submit his 

application on the prescribed proforma till 30.9.2000. The 

applications received in ti^ne limit i.e. within 30.9.2000 were screened 

with respect to the eligibility criteria laid down in the notification 

dated 14.12.2001 (Annexare R-2). The respondents have also stated 

that relaxation in respect of minimum 3 years service condition



(continuous or broken) now minimum 120 days casual service, 

whether continuous or in broken spell is required for those ex-casual 

labour who are initially engaged as Casual Labour within the 

prescribed age limit of 28 years for General and 33 years for SC/ST 

candidates. The order dated 24.11.2004 has been passed by DRM (P), 

Jabalpur and DRM, (P) Jabalpur has not been impleaded as one of the 

respondent in the aforesaid case. The learned counsel for the 

respondents has vehemently argued that the Original Application can 

be rejected on the ground of mis-j cinder of necessary parties, as

applicant was very well aware of the fact that order dated 24.11.2004
i

was actually passed by E)RM (P), Jabalpur. The learned counsel for 

the respondents has also informed that the applicant has already 

become over age.

■ - L S

5. Having heard the learned counsel for the respondents, we are 

fully satisfied that no case for our interference is called for and 

accordingly, the Original Application is dismissed in view of the latest 

decision of the Hon’ble Supreme Court in Secretary, State of 

K arnataka & Ors. Vs. Uma DeviQ) £  Ors. -  2006 SCC (L&$) 

753, whereby the Hon'ble Supreme Court has held that absorption, 

regularisation, or permanent continuance of temporary, contractual, 

casual, daily wage or adhoc employees appointed/recruited and 

continued for long in public employment dehors the constitutional 

scheme of public employment. No costs.

(A.K. (paur) 
Judicial Member

(Dr. G.C, Srivastava) 
Vice Chairm an
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