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14 CENTRAL AOMINISTRATIVE TRIBUN AL P RINCIP L BENCH
0A No.1940/97

New Delhi: this the & 74 day of August,1998.
HON 'BL E MR. Se Re ADIGE, VICE CHAT @1 AN { &)

Radhey Shyam, :

/o shri Bhooksn Saran,
Exe Khall asi undes
Inspector of ks,
Northem Railway,

Chan dausiy

2. I bal Ahnad,
&0 Ahm ad BUX, X Khallai,
Under 1014 Chandausiy

, 3, Chander Sain, .
. o shri thokhey Lal,
- ExeKhallasi uncder IO,
e ‘ Training School, Chandausi,

4, RHUGSh’
%o shri Nenhey Ram,
ExeKhallasi,under 10,
Chan dausi,'

5. Tejpal Singh,
%o shri mmar thend, ..
ExeHot leather Wateman,
Rly. Station Northem Relluay,
Sambhal Hatim Sarai,
Mo radab ad.

All the gpplicants are rfo Gautam

Nagar Jhuggis, Behind AIIIMS., Ring
Roady New Del hi,

XXX RJDliCSTtS;’
(By adwcates shri Ge.D.Bhandari )

Versus

Union of India thwough, .

1. The Genaral Manager,
No rthem Railwvay Bamde Houss,
New Del hi,’

2, Division:zl Railway Manager,
Northem Rallway,

Mo radab ad,’ eecsess REspondents,

. (By adwate: Shri R.P.Agarual )
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foplicants who claim to belong to sC

and minopity oommunity7 seek requl arisation against

Group *p! post .ofter screening, in preference
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to juniors and outsiders a8 per entries in Live
Cgsual Labour _Register with all 'mnsequanti‘al
benefitss ‘

o _
2. 1 have heard applicants! counsel

shri Bhandari and respondents? counsel Shri agarwel

‘..’;. ) Respondents do not deny that spplicarts

1 and 2 are already on LC.L register and state

that they will be considered for regularisation

as per seniority, This statement is unexcepticnable
ana ghri Bhandari has not pmddced any rule/instructiol
on the bgasis of wh-iclf!‘ pefsons belonging to st/ -
Minority community whose names arson LCL Register

can be regularised without regard to _seniority:i

4, In so far as spplicant NoJ3 is concemed,
in para 4.4, of 0n it 1s stated that he wrked for onl
96 days and that also in differsnt spells from
15,5,83 to 18,8,83, while fpplicent No.4 worked from
1148.77 to 15/3.78 for a total of 120 dayssd In |
regard to spplicant NoJj5 , he wortked for 40 days -
From 2.5.85 to 8,7.85 as per the certificate filed
by him datesd 8.,7.85 at page 25 of the On. ‘

S¢' Respondents have stated that ngnes of
ppplicants Nog3, 4 and 5 are not included in LC L
Registers They contend that spplicants No.3, 4 and
5 shoAul-d Ahaue taken proper steps for inclusion

in L CL Register in 1987-itself‘ as per respon émts'

Circular dated 28.8,87 ( snexure=R1) and as their

" cause of actien ardse in 1987 itself, their claim

for inclusion in LC L Register by this 04 filed in

1997 is grossly time barred snd hit by limitation

undsr se-c.21 AT act.
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64 ' I have no reason to disbelieve respondents!
contention that names Of‘yapplicants Noe3, 4 and S
d not find place in the LC L Register, and the
judgment dated 16,4498 in OA No.1398/97 Balbir
Singh WUs. UOI & Ors, cited by shri Bhandari des
not advance the claims of pplicants Nogd3, 4 and §
bécause unlike them, the nane of the aforementioned

shri Balbir Singh was included in the LC L Register

and hence they are not similarly sltuated like himy,

7. » Aoplicants Noe3, 4 and 5 cannot mpproach

the Tribunal after 10 years and seek regulam.sation

on the basis of entries in the LeL Register when
their nanes o not even appear in the same., In
fact they are not similariy situated like applicants

Nose 1 and 2 and their joining together uwith

Mpplicants NoJ1 and 2 is itself misconcelved.

8. ) Und‘er the circumsta’ace barring the

claims for ragulam.sation of ﬁppllcants Noe+1 and
2 abu wg, which respondents tha'nsel vas state will
be qonSJ. dered in acoordance with theip seniority
in the LC L Regiéter, the claims of Poplicants

No.3,4 and 5 are dismissed. No costs,

' Se Re ADIGE
- _I"‘E CHAI A aN(n) .
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