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OPE:N COURT 

C£NTHAL AOMINISTHATIV£ TRIBUNAL, 

ALLAHABAD 

ALLAHABAD BENCH 

Allahabad : Dated this 2nd day of March, 2QQ1 

Urigina1 Apptication No.2Q3 of 2001 
• 

CJ RAPI :-

Hon•bte Mr. SKI Naqvi, J.~. 

Hon•bta i'8j Gen KK Srivastava, A.M. 

Gorakhnath Sharma Son of Sri T.N. Sharma, . 

Resident of Village and Poe Office Jakhania, 

District Varanasi. 

(Sri OP Gupta, Advocate) 

••••• ,Applicant 

versus 

1. Generat Manager {P), D.L.U. Varanasi. 

2. Chairman Rai t way Board, New Delhi. 

3, Union or India through Secretary, 

Ministry of Raitway, Govt. of India, 

New De thi. 

( Sri i< P Singh• Advocate) 

••••• Respondents 

0 R 0 E R ------
By Hon•bta Mr, SKI. Nagvi, J.M. 
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The app1icant was appointed as ad - hoc Ctark w.e.r. 1 

12-9-1980. Hie sarvtces were ragutarised w.e.f. 12-1-987. 

His ctaim is that he shatl be regutarisad right from the 

date of his appointment for which he ca~e up before this 

Tribunal vida OA No.119/1992, which was decided on 

20-1-1993 with direction to decide the representation 

of the ap plicant. The applicant made a representation 

which has been decided vide the impugned order dated 

.16-6-1994 anti his ctaiia for retrospective regutarisation 
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has been dectinad. Thus, tha applicant has preferred 

to kncdt at contempt aide and the contempt petition 
_____ _, v ide 

has baen decided ordar4datid 21-12-2000. The contempt 

ptea was not entertained but a liberty was given to 

the applicant that in casa he ree1a aggrieved of that 
I 

order he can chaltenge on the original side and, ~~ 

the ref ore, this prase nt U. A.. ..L _ _ , /. .': ... A. J . ~ 
1.. -.}{eavd.. ;A.I: .,/<,,,_.,, 1 ... C<:t, ~&4,.,..!'el'.! \J UY Cdh1~.f~ ,-"f. " ~ · 

2. The main grievance of the applicant is that his 

I 

I 
I 

ctai~ has been refused on the ground that ragutarisation
1 

can only be with pe~rospective a f fect but in similar 

circu mstances regu l arisation with retrespective effect 

was attowad to one Km. Bimta Sharma who joined the 

estabtishment on 23-11-1975 and her services were 

regu l arised vide order dated 25-4-1980 (Annexur•-7 to 

the OA) w.e.r. 23-11-1975. Learned counse l f or the 

applicant emphas ises that it is not his fresh p t ea but 

the same ground has atready been taken white he uas 

prosecuting the matter ear t ier and this controversy uas ~ 

raised in the rejoinder affidavit to the eartier OA 

and, therefore, the impugned order is not sustainable 

and deserves to be quashed. He has a1so pointed out that 

this pos ition was dealt in the order dated 29-9-1994 

as wall (Annexure-A-2 to the OA) but has been kept with 

vey cryptic o~~{i°io without anatysing both. the matters.I 

~ from the above ua find force in the contention of 

the \earned couns e\ ~or the applicant and set aside the 

impugned order 16-6-1994, a copy of which has bean 

annexed as Annexures-A1) and the order dated 29-9-1994 

(Annexur&-2) and direct the respondents to reconsider the 

claim of the appiicant within three months from the 
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date of communication of this order and pass a detailed 

speaking order with apecif ic mention of the case or 

Km. Simla Sharma and circumstances under which the 

'~~n~~~f benefit of. '1:8-~ro i-ve regutarisation was allowed 

to Km.,Bimta Sharma and the same benefit is not 

applicable to the applicant. The OA is disposed of 

with the above directio no order as to costs. 

(c.-t 
~-1~ 

~mber Member (J) 

Dube/ 

, 


