
Cervcral Admirnstrative Tribunal
•principal Bench;; New Delhi

OA N0.167/9B

New Delhi this the 18th Day of Julys 1998,

Hon'ble Sh. N.V. Krishnaiu Vice-Chai niian (A)
Non'ble Sint. Laksiinii Swaniinatharu Member (j)

1. Suresh Chand Sharrna.
Son uf Si'u Rans Bharose Lai

2. Naresh Kumar S/o Sh. Wasu

3. Shnnivas S/o S'l, Hunshilal

1. Rajemndra Prasad S/o Sh. lota ;yam

5. Gsnda LaVS/o Sh. Ram Bharose

3= JiiSiinalrant 3/o Siu itand Lai

A'il are C/o Deputy
Fjigineer (Const)
Noi^riier-n Railways
Barai 1 i , - * • '

(By Advocate Sh. Nar-csh Kaushik)

Vei^sLis

1. Unio!! of India tnrouyh
Secretary and General Manager,
Nbrthern Railway, Rail Bhavan,
Neiw Delhi,

2. Ciiief Adffliriistrative Officsi* (Const.)
Northern Rai1 way,
Kashmiri Gate,
New Delhi.

3. Oopiity Chief Engineer (Const,)
Noi therri Railway Rampur Sarail i
Doharikaran, Baraili.

ORDER (Oral;

(Hon'ble Mr. N,v, Krishiian, 3 . . i

This O.A. has come up foi" adriiiscion

applTcants, six in numbers, are casual labourer

the respondents. It is stated ti e screjer;

r-egul arising them along with ; war-

18,.5.89, The results of t!iat sci . i 'g have n

announced for reasoiis best known i.. • .-

On Idle contrary, it is-alleged

persons have been screened in o'l , -i.^L, e

.ry
d

• •
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so reouianssc 1 QQfi

AnneAUi-G-'4. Howeverp the results of

the appricantsr have not yet been regu'b

67,

2-, In the ifieanwhilep the rs!U;:pondeiv;;s

:0w issued a letter- dated 29,11„94 to tb

ssking them to give their wilnngness fo

Kiialasi. It iiiay be liientioned that the apitiirsnts

>>v4L

riorking as !'-„,^ri!ian and Biacksirnth, iri

si r(:ur!::rtdrices the OA Has been filed for- a dir-fris:

'iuasr: the i iiipugned Anr>erure 8 1e11er- da Led 20,,

railing for the willingness of the apnlirauts tt

screened as Khalasi.

3. when the matter came for

ijointcd out that an issue of 1 imi tat iOii
tc

to ^ ar"isest and ttie iear-rieci CGunst;! was

rhoice as to whether he would like to

,;ipp i ication for condonation of delay, hows

20,3,35, Sh, Shanka:" Divate, the learnsii eaunsel for

rhe applicant submitted^on the basis of on aiiditional

affidavit that there is rio bar o-'
1

n-iorefo?-e, he was inforined that v-iC arc

r f-] i s s i.1 b in i s s i o in and d e a 1 wi t h t;1:1 to CthSc

chat it is contended tiiat there is n

additional affidavi-t has also ' been , , >>p

fu r-1 i1e i• 1nf 0 i" mat i on. The ma11 e r• cams p

10 day, Sh, Na i- e s h Ka us hi k, t hs 1e a i ne i ; ',

the applicants was heai-d. It is di, r

screening took place in 1989, Csi---uri > . ,

screet'nng in r'eiatioii to some ca-tsgon yC;

darpente:-g Black Srnith, Painter, i. •• •,! • •



awiiiiWlil*

(3V

, 1J 3' i i c-1 iia ii s^i e r e . •i 11 u u ric e q o i i

WHt fc (jiiiiuunced Ii'! January., ..luSUc vtw.,

•'•riiiLa'i to know why the limitation .t-u'

;o-i.u,iO(! linmediatel y af ter the 2 i, •

mentioned above, the tontentiori. now ; .

applicants is that there is no delay .-1:1

limitation and hence no grounds have been m

1, It is ricw stats

Annexure 8 letter dated 8.

willingness to be screened a;

fresh cause of action, for in

persons of whoin four ai"e the apf

requested that they^should be qls>

MA-
Slack Siiritfi and Haffl|riTiaro which

by them. It is, therefoi"8,

action gets revivcd en tfiis date.

5. .fie are unable to

1989 screening is concerned, we

was published on 8»12.89. T

aggrieved that tliey were either not

i'iSines were omitted, they should hav

time. TiK;y have not dons so nc

reason for the delay. Ther-efore,th

be dismissed on tiis'ground of 1

OA.

6. We also notice

i.sttsr it iS adiir:

In reply to •the.

Aniiexure 8

ciec! ar ed Dut

appo1nted.

appl ic.iiilr
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7. In these c1 rcunistances

satisfied that the applicants have any

regard to tlie screening of 1989Jis like

screened but found unfit., If they had

in that regai'd action should have

chaliengs the result of the screening,

in accoi'dance with lai-v.. In the ciiuu.ii

tiiac the applicants have iio case ! <

rel ief which they liave prayed for

.a direction to the respondents to d'-i 1

ot the streernng held on 18,,5.89. i

in 30 tar it concerns this relief ii

uy i 1111 it an on and also on nisrits it

i'csults have already been daclaref

portion ot the relief cannot be gi'

inlisf sought is to quash the Anncvure 9

'i-iot'io, wi! iingnesSi It appears that tlir

rna t ti e on1y pos 'ts where p,r ob.ab1y regular

done and hsnce wlllingnmess has been s

19100 to them not to give their willirio

Annexure 8 ordei- cannot be quashed

ground. In the ci rcumstances we fii-id no

11 s' ,It is d1sm 1s38d at i:I1 e adrn 1s:•

t

• 3"SsS V, i

'1 staoe 1 se r

.SfPt. Lakshnii Swarainathan)
Member (,j)

(N.V, Krishnan).
Vi ce-'ChairmanC A'


