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ALLAHABAD BENCH  
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THIS THE 01 DAY OF AUGUST1995  

HON. 

Or ginal Application No. 820 

MR.JUSTICE B.C.SAKSENA,V.C. 

of 1992 

HON. MR.S.DAS UPTA, MEMBER(A) 

V.K. Gupta, I.'.W(Special) 
Prayag, Allahabad. 

BY ADVOCATE SH I R.R. SRIVASTAVA 

Versus 

1. Union of ndia through the General 
Manager, orthern Railway, Baroda 
House, Ne Delhi. 

2. The Divis onal Railway Manager 
Northern ailway, Allahabad 

3. The Senio Divisional Personnel 
Officer, orthern 
Railway, llahabad. 

4. The Divisional Railway Manager, 
Northern Railway, Allahabad. 

...Applicant 

...Respondents 

BY ADVOCATE SHRI PRASHANT MATHUR 
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ENA,V.C. 
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to the Lucknow Division on bottom seniority as per rules. 

It is stated t at the Railway Board issued orders for 

restructuring if the cadre and upgrading by letter dated 

1.5.84. The r structuring was to be implemented with 

retrospective effect from 1.1.84 and the applicant's claim 

is that since o that crucial date he was working in the 

Allahabad Divis on he was entitled to the upgradation. In 
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vision consequent to the restructuring 

as I.O.W Gr.III were promoted as IOW Gr.II 

ve effect from 1.1.84. The applicant's 

ignored. The order for promotion were 

plicant's own showing in the year 1986. 

eferred a representation on 30.4.89. 
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request could not have been made incase the applicant had 

been promoted to the higher grade of Rs.550-750 which is an 

intermediate grade. In the Rejoinder affidavit this plea 

has not been controverted and we find force in the said 

plea. 

5. 	In the counter affidavit it has further been indicated 

that although the notification dated 1.5.84 was issued by 

the Railway Board as a policy measure it was to be impleme-

nted in respective Railways as per the Procedure and as per 

the percentage of the vacancies available in different 

  

grades w.e.f. 1.1.84. It has been indicated that as per 
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the benefit of 
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and 9 upgraded 
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of promotion as per upgradation were passed in the year 
not 

1986, the applicant is/legally entitled to get the benefit. 
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request having gone out of the cadre of I.O.W Gr.III in the 
up 

Allahabad Division, his case for/gradat on could not have 

been considered while issuing orders in 1986. The other 

significant verment of fact that no person junior to the 

applicant ha e been given the benefit of restructuring in 

Allahabad Di ision having not been controverted by the 

applicant, 	e see no justification in granting relief 

claimed by t e applicant. 

7. 	On a co spectus of the discussion hereinabove, there 

is no merit n the OA, it is accordingly dismissed. Parties 
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to the Lucknow Division on bottom seniority as per rules. 

It is stated that the Railway Board issued orders for 

restructuring of the cadre and upgrading by letter dated 

. _) 	sue restructuring was to be implemented with 
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is barred by limitation since the cause of action if any 

had accrued to the applicant in the year 1984 and the OA 

was filed in the year 1991. We are not inclined to take 

the view that the GA is barred by limitation trn view ci 

the fact that in 1986 the orders on the basis of restructu-
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transfer from Allahabad Division to Lucknow Division on his 
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to the Lucknow Division on bottom seniority as per rules. 

It is stated that the Railway Board issued orders for 

restructuring of the cadre and upgrading by letter dated 
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is that since on that crucial date he was working in the 
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