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CENI'RAL, ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUN\L 
ALIAHA~D BENCH 

ALIAHABAD 

Original Application .N2.:, 998 of 1998 

/~~ ~ 
Allahabad this. the b - day of J~~ ---- 2001 

Hon'ble Mr.s.K.I. Naqvi. Member (J) 

om Prakash .Jha. aged about 36 years. s/o Sbri Hari 
saran Lal. R/o 10/1-Mah~raj Pura Nagra. Jhansi. 

Applicant 

Versus 

1. Um.on of India through the General Manager. 

Central Railway. Mwnba.i CSTM. 

' 
2. Divisional Railway Manager. Central Railway. 

Jhansi Division. Jhansi. 

Respondents 

By Advocate Shri G.P. Agarwal 
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By Hon'ble Mr.s.K.I. Naqvi. Member (J) 

This application under section 19 of the 

Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985 has been filed 
~e::.~s,eJ~ 

seekirg a direotion~to the effect that petitioner 

Shri Om Prakash .Jha is a railway servant and is 

entitled to be given all the benefits ~as have been 

given to the recognised non-statutory canteen emp­ 

loyees of the Railways as per dictate by Hon'ble 

supreme Court in w.P.No.2276/86 M.M.R. Khan Vwrsus ____ ___.... =--------- 
u.o.I. & ors •• decided on 27.2.1990 and also as per 
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provision in the Railway Board's circular. dated 

19.11.1990. 

2. As per applicant's case he started to work 

as Vendor in D.R.M. Office caneteen from 02.2.1978 

and continued as such upto 10.2.1980 and then again 

from 1s.2.1983 to 18.11.1984 and finally from 29.7.1988 

till date. He has filed annexure A-1 in support of 

his contention. The applicant has also given details 

that in the intervening period he worked as Seasonal 

waterman in n.R.M. Office, Jhansi. It has also been 

mentioned that he was called for screening for ab­ 

sorption in Group •o• cadre and he qualified therein 

put has noy been regularised. He made representations 

to this effect refering therein the observations by 

the Hon' ble supreme court in this regard and also the 

notification dated 19.11.1990, but the :cespondents 

have not responded to the same. 

3. The resp>ndents have contested the case on 

aehalf of the respondents and C.A. filed. 

4. According to pleading in the counter-reply 

there is mention that the applicant had' never been 

a railway servant and so far as hks position as casual 

labour is concerned, he was called for screening vide 

letter dated 10.2.1990 to appear before the Screening 

Committee on 12.2.1990, but the applicant failed to 

clear the screening on the ground that he could not 

produce the casual labour card • 
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s. Considered the cargurnents placed from 

either side and perused the record. 

6. It is quite evident from the pleadings 

in the o .A.. and annexures thereto· that the applicant 

is having his subsistence by working in the railway 
/ 

de:i;;,artrnent right from 02.2.1978 till date i.e. for 

a span of more than 22 years. He a1so hopes to ~~":\­ 

have some-thing from B.ailwa.y Board~s rx>tification 

dated 19.11.1990. which has been issued in pursuanc~ 

of dictate by the Hon• bl.e Apex Court in Writ Petition 

No.2276 of 1986. The representation by the applicant 

moved on 16-2-1998. copy of which has been filed as 

annexure A-6 to the o.A. is yet to be decided and. 

therefore, the present o.A. is finally disposed of 

with the following observation; 

11fhe competent authority in the respondents 
establishment to decide the pending represent­ 
ation of the applicant dated 16.2.1998{ann.A-6) 
within four months from the date of oemrnunf cact en 
of this order and to pass detailed, reasoned and . 
speaking order ·keeping in view the above obser. 
vations." 

1. No order as to cost. 

Member {J) 


