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CENTRAL administrative TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPAL BENCH

DELHI.

n

OA No .1631/1983.

Shri Lakhan Singh and others .... , Applicants.

Vs .

Union of India and ©thers Resp©ndents

Applicants through counsel Shri G.N.Cberoi.

Shri O.N.Moslri, counsel f©r respendents 1
and 2. On behalf ©f respendent N@.3 Shri
A. Siddiqui, ceunsel is present.

This ©riginal application has been filed by

Shri Lakhan Singh and others wh© claim t® be empleyees

staff

©f/canteens in the N©rthern Railway, Delhi. The

applicants' case is that resp©ndent'N© .3, Shri S.N.Mlsra

who is junior to them has been pr©m©ted ©ver them,

and^ hag^e-filed the present application questiening-the
<r

order. The applicant N©.1, it seems has made the

representation dated 1.7.1988 and thereafter without

waiting for the period of six months for the decision

' . on the representatien , he has filed this ©riginal

applicatien^ This application is ©bvicusly premature.

It should have been filed net before the expiry ©f

six ra©nths. Applicants 2 and 3 had nst made any

representation at all and they have n©t exhausted the

remedies available t® them under the relevant service

rules. Apart fr®m the abeve, we have been informed

by Shri O.N.Moolri, Id. counsel for the respfsndents that

respondents have filed kVrit Petition N©.13509/83 in the
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Supreme C©urt and the matter is ready f@r hearing. One

of the questien raised therein is whether the empl®yees

©f the railway staff canteens are railway servants and

are governed by the rules as applicable te the other railway

staff. We have als® been informed that a plea has been

taken that such staff of the railway canteens are t® be

treated as full time Railway servants but they are n@t

governed by the rules applicable ta the ether Railway

staff and this question is sub-judice. Hewever, Shrl

G.M.Obersi, Id. counsel for the applicants peinted ©ut

that the Hon'ble Supreme Court itself has said that

they are deemed te be,until further ©rders,as full tirae

Railway servants.

We do n®t want t© express any @pini©n on this matter

at this stage and would ©nly say that the matter is

premature and the applicants have come up to this Tribunal

without exhausting the remedies pr®vided under the service

rules. Consequently, this applicatisn is rejected on this

ground alene. However, they have the liberty to c®me up

before this Tribunal after the disp®sal of their

J

representation •
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