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CENTRAL ADMINI STRATIVE TRIBUNAL ALLAHABAD BENCH
ALLAHABAD

allahabad, this date 051K of & JL# 1996

CURHM: Hﬂﬂ‘blﬂ Dre HQK.SIKEF_‘B, 3.!‘1.
Hon 'ble M DES a, AM,

ORIGINAL APPLICAIION No.398 of 1987

1. Raja Ram S/o Laxmi,
2, Sukhdeo S/o Ram Ashish,
7, Om Prakash s/o Subedar Singh,

4, Ram Briksha s/o Jagrup
5, Ram Priti s/o Swami Nath,

1 to 5 temporary status Khalasi, Bridge
construction Unit, Khagria, Katihar, Lucknou
Division ( Bridge Inspector, North-Eastern
Railuay, HelUe GorakhpurTe

6., Ram Sanehi S/o Gurudin, Temporary status
Khalasi, Bridga-Cnnstructinn Unit, Daliganl,
at Katighar Bridge No. 10-A, Lucknou Divis.On,
North=-Eastern Railway, HeUo Gorakhpure

c/A: Sri Rakesh Bahadu¥ s v.eessehpplicants

Versus

1. Union of India, through the General ManagerT,
N, .E .Railuay, Gorakhpure

2. The Executive Engineer, Construction, Bridge,

N,E, Railway, Gorakhpure.

c/Rs Sri A.V.,Srivastava . veeesRespondents

0 RDE R

( Hon'ble Dr. R.K.Saxena, JeMo)

This O0.A. has been filed by six applicants
U/s 19 of the Central Administrative Tribunal Act
and sought the religf that the impugned orders
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annexure no. 11 to 16 passed by the respondent No.2
on 14-2-87, be quashed and directions be given to
correct the seniority list dated 17=-10=-86 annexure=7.

2% The facts leading to this case are that the
applicants had been engaged as casual khalasis in
construction ( Bridge) unit of the North Eastern
Railway and in due course of time they had attained
the status of temporary Khalasis, It is claimed
that the appdicants had worked for more than 6 months
and thus in view of para 2501 of the Railway
Establishment Manual and case law on the point, they
should have bsen regularised but the respondentg
retrenched them by impugned notices and also the
seniority list was prapared treating the applicants
as a casual labourers of a project. Hence this O.A,
with the relief which was shown in the beginning.

3o The respondent contested the case by filing
the counter affidavat of Sri 5.,M.,Bhartiya, Executive
Engineer. The O.A, 1is said to be barred by
limitation., It is pointed out that the Government

of India had decided to conve®t587 KM, long Samastipur

Barabanki metre guage line into broad guage line;and
on its project being sanctioned, the work of
conversion was started. For the purpose nF Eﬁ}a
conversion, there were several 100 parsunsﬂpars
<ngaged as casual labourers It is contended that

in view of the dictum by their Lordship of Supreme
Court in Indrapal Yadav's cass, the seniority list

of the casual labourers was prepared and they were
retrenched in accordaince with the provision of laws.
The claim of the applicants for regularisation 1is

denied.

40 The applicants filed rejoinder in which the
facts ag;'uara gstated in the D.Aﬁ’uere reaffirmed,

S'a We nave heard the learned counsel for the

parties and have perused the recordg.

6o The question for determination in the case is

=

if the applicants had worked on a project and uhetharMﬁk

could be retrenched on the completion of the project
in the manner in which they were retrenched. There
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is no eismte ohh this a pplicants wh® worked on the
of conversion of metre guage into broad guage
line, 1t appears from the pleadings of the applicants
that they are not treating this work as wTk on a
particular project. In our opinion, the conversion
of metre guage line into broad guage line is not a
permanent uork., Definitely it is a_project in wnich
wl ﬂE. 5 |
huge man.powerl is required but fnrﬁphnrt period. 1

Such a huge man-power can not be retained on the

completion of the projecte. In our npininq,tha
contention of the learned counsel for the respondents
that the applicants were sngaged in the work for !
the project of line conversion is quite correct.

This fact had come up for a decision before Lucknow E
Bench of High Court of Allahabad in Writ Petition '
No. 1799/82 utti Lal and others versus Union of

India & others and in that case which also related i

to the conversion of metre guage into broad guage, 1
aéﬂ it yas decided that the said work was work on
a projecte. The copy of the judgment of Lucknow |
Bench has been brought on record. Jhus, we are
fortified in our conclusion that the conversion of
Samastipur Barabanki - metre guage line into borad

guage linajuas a project,

Te The guestion however, arises as to houw to

deal with tha‘ﬁﬁsual labours wno had worked oh a
project. Thewlordships of Supreme CouTt ipn Inderpal
yadav's case had considered this aspect and certain
guidelines werse laid down. The jearned counsel for
the respondents have argued that the list annexure=17
was prepared in accordance with the directions given
by the Hon'ble Supreme Court in case of Indrapal
Yadav., It 18 also contended that the retrenchment
notices have also been given to the applicants keeping
the said decision in uiew. The learned counsel for
the applicants could not show anytning which may
indicate any illegality either in the orders of
retrenchment or in the seniority last prepared by

the respondents af ter the project was overe. |
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