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For the Applicants - e Sh.Naresh Kaushik,
counsel.
JUDGEMENT

(Delivered by Hon'ble sn.p.c.Jain,Membef(A)

Tn this OA wunder Section 19 of the.
Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985, there are
27 applicants and their grievance is that they
are not being screened for purposes of their
absorptién as regulér employees though their
counterparts working in other Divisions are
being screened and regularised. They have prayed(
for a direction tol the respondents to .absorb
them after holding proper screening with effect
from the date' of screening and absorption of
their similarly vsituated colleagues in the same
Division and other DiviSions with all consequéntial

benefits.

2. We have heard the learned counsel for
the applicant on maintainability of this OA.

Tn para 2 of the OA it is stated that the applicants
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are all Class-TV employees of the respondents
working at Saharanpur Division. However, in
the cause title, applicant at SL.No.24 is shown
as C/o T.0.W./C(Bikaner). Annéxure A/1 which
gives the particulars of all the applicants

&I“. 10.-
also shows the applicant im S1.No.2 as belonging

G sudaner
+to Saharanpur Division. All the documents plaqed
on record by the applicants show that the highest
a, Lk

seniority i#m~—it for regularisation of Class-

,TV casual/daily rated/substitute employees of
the Railways 1is at best the 'Divisional .Unit

and not higher than that. The direction® of

the Hon'ble Supreme Court in the case of Tndgrpal

Yédav (1985(2)SCC 648) was té prepare a 1list

of project casual labour with reference to each

division of each Railway and then stért absorbing

those with the 1longest service. Thus the work

of screening for purposes of empanelment for

_abSorption has to be done at the Division level.
The orders placed at page 24 of the paperbook

relgte to é panel which was 1issued by the

Divisional Office, Ambala. Tnstructions

for Ambala Division were 1issued by the Ambala

Divisional Office on 29.3.1989(Annexure—2) and

the applicants being posted outside  the

jurisdiction. of the Pfincipal Bench and the
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relief prayed for by them to be given by the.
respective Divisional offices, in terms of the
provisions of Rule 6 of the Central\Administrative
Tribunal (Procedure) Rules, 1987, the Principal
Bench has no jurisdiction to entertain thié

OA.

3. Tn view of the above, this OA is rejected
at the admission stage itself as not maintainable.
The applicants shall ﬁe free to approach an
appropriate Bench 1in accordance with law, if

so advised.

4. We offered to the 1learned counsel for
the applicant that if he wished,we could adjourﬁ
this case to enable him to move the Hon'ble
Chairman for permission under Section 25 of
Act ibid to retain this OA at thev Princiipal
Bench. However, he opted not to‘ avail of this
offer.

No costs.
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