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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
JODHPUR BENCH, JODHPUR

Original Application No. 290/00053/17
With MA 290/00042/17

           Jodhpur, this the 5th day of January, 
2018
CORAM

Hon’ble Mr. Prasanna Kumar Pradhan, Administrative Member
Hon’ble Mr. Suresh Kumar Monga, Judicial Member

                                                -----
Vazir Khan S/o Shri Ajim Khan, Age about 59 years, B/c Muslim, 
R/o Village Guda Akaeraj P.O. Kesuli Via-Nadol, Distt. Pali, At 
present residing at: Village-Ramasiya, Post-Hemawas Distt. Pali.

      
           ….…Applicants
By Advocate: Mr Mahipal Rajpurohit.

Versus

1. Union of India through the General Manager, North Western
Railway, Jaipur.
2. The Divisional Railway Manager, North Western Railway, 
Ajmer Division, Ajmer.
3. The Senior Divisional Personnel Officer, North Western 
Railway, Ajmer Division, Ajmer.

                                                                        ……..Respondents

By Advocate : Mr Girish Sankhla.
ORDER 
Per Prasanna Kumar Pradhan, Member(A)
 The applicant submits that he was engaged by the 
respondent-department as a casual labour from January 1976 
to till June 1996 nearly about 20 ½ years and was removed from
the services without any justified order, by an oral order.

 2. The applicant approached Ahmedabad Bench of this 
Tribunal in OA No. 601/1996 who directed the respondents to 
consider and decide the representation for his engagement as 
a Hot Weather Waterman objectively.  However, his case was 
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not considered by the respondents.  When the applicant came 
to know from the sources that such employees working as Hot
Weather Watermen in the respondent department and whose 
names are placed on the Live Casual Labour Register are being 
considered for regularization, he made representation to the 
respondent-department but without any result.  He again 
approached this Tribunal in OA No. 510/2011 seeking direction for
reinstatement/re-employment alongwith regularization of 
service.  However, the Tribunal disallowed the said OA mainly 
on the ground of limitation.  He approached the Hon’ble High 
Court against the said order but the writ petition was 
dismissed.  Now, the applicant has filed the present OA seeking 
pensionary benefits and legal dues for service rendered by him 
to the respondents saying that he had issued legal notice to 
the respondents on 08.03.2016 but there has been no response to 
the same.

 3. The respondents have filed a reply statement in which
they have indicated that the applicant was never provided 
with regular employment under the Railway Department.  He 
was just engaged in the year 1989, 1992 and 1993 for providing the
services of Paniwala to serve the water in the summer season 
at the Railway Station.  His services were just taken on the 
temporary basis and contractually and he was never granted
any permanent status of the Railway employee.  Therefore, the 
question of pensionary benefits to such employees does not 
arise.  They also refer to the already dismissed OA No. 510/2011 
filed by the applicant in this Tribunal.

 4. We have heard the learned counsels of both sides.  
Learned counsel for the applicant while reiterating the 
submission made in the OA cited several judgments wherein it 
has been held that if a person continuously worked as a 
casual worker for a number of years, he ought to be 
regularized.  However, he nowhere answer to the submission of
the respondents that the applicant was engaged for 
temporary during 03 years and not for 20 years as claimed by 
him and was not a regular employee.

 5. MA No. 290/00042/17 has also been filed seeking 
condonation of delay in filing the OA by saying that since the 
matter is of pensionary benefits, the delay should be 
condoned.

 6. We have considered the matter.  It is evidently clear 
from the submissions that the applicant was engaged 
temporarily for certain period and has never been a regular 
employee under the respondent-department.  His earlier plea 
for reinstatement as casual labour has also been disallowed.  
When a person is not a regular employee of an organization, 
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the question of grant of any pensionary benefit does not arise.
 Hence, we see no merit in the contention made in the OA.  
Accordingly, OA being devoid of any merit stands dismissed.  No 
order as to costs. 

  (SURESH KUMAR MONGA) (PRASANNA KUMAR 
PRADHAN)

                Member (J)  
Member (A)

ss/
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