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Original Application No, 858 of 1992

N.2, Railway Mazdoor Union ereses App licant
Versus
Union of India & others Svienains Respondents

Hontble Mr, Justice U.C, Srivastava, V.C,
Hon'ble Mr, K, Obayya, A M, |
( By Hon, Mr. Justice U,C, Srivastava,V.C,)

The applicant No. 2 joining the N,E, Railway Mazdaor
Union has approached this Tribunal praying that a dire-
ction be issued to the respondents to pay Regirdering
Allowance to the affected persons with 20% interest,
The ¢round for claiming #§kem.such a reldef is that the
Railway Board had approved Regirdering Allowance to
the none.gazetted staff and non-payment of the same is
without any justification, more so when Dy, Chief
Engineer Bridge has sanctioned for payment of the same

by the - order dated 26,1C, 1975,

i Various Fersons iﬂcldding the applican£ No, 2
have claimed allowance for work on Kosi Bridge No, 2
betw-en 1975 to 1982, and the work performed by them
is dangerous, The Ceneral Manager recommendéd on 22,3,79

for payment of Regirdering allowance in his letter to

between Union and the Railway administration fhe

Dy. Chief Engineer's letter ’i‘iiasz;&;aii;;e,', iiferjms of
Railway Board letter dated 11.6.1963,%he Dy, Chief
Engineer sanctioned for payment of Recirdering Allowance
to the concerned persons w.,e.f, 16,5.1975, Despite

the said memorandum eénd the recommendation it was noéot
paid., The Union representad the metter and the matter
was @again discussed at P.N.M, meeting., As nothing was
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done, the applicants have ultimately approached the

Tribunal giving the list of affected pérsons.

3. According to the respondents no Regirdering
Allowance is payable as such there is no guestion of
in-action by-them, The @ claim which is not meintainable

is otherwise barred by time, The applicants wewe: stated

~in the representation that they were entitled for benefit

of Regirdering Allowance 1975, but no representation weas
movedby them before the competent authority before @@
30,7.91. Although they @ claimed this amount from the
year 1975, The letter dated 22,3.79 mentioned in the
application is a letter advisin¢ Railway Board that the
de sired information by them would be furnished shortly,
The Dy. Chief Engineer advised the Assistant Engineer
regarding the status of various items including payment
of regirdering allovance for which the staff were agitat-
ing, The Assistant Engineer was informed that the
Railway Board has been apgroached for sancticn, The

Dye Chi:f Encginegp accorded sanction for payment of
Regirdering nliowance in the year 16.8.1975, But the
sanction was accorded due to over sight of Board's letter
dated 2.1.1969 & 24.10,1972 vide which the Board's letter
dated 11.6,1968 was invalidated and that is why the
sanction eccorded was illegal and invalid, As the Regir-
dering Allosance is not valid payable to any staff. Arti=-

cle 23 of the constitution of India has ¢ot no applicable,

4, According to the respondents ay the memorandum
dated 20.6,1975 has been cancelled, fhe applicamts are
not entitled to any payment, It was only Railway Board
which was to take sympathetic consideration. By the
Railvay Board's letter dated 2.1,69 the Board decided that
the releying staff engaged on relaying work may be allowed

daily allowance under the normal rules for halts at a
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particular station, up to 120 days, subject to the
provision of Rule 205-RI, para 428-RI as corrected
vide correction slip No, 183-RI will accordingly stand
deleted vide letter dated 24,10,1972 acain also it was
decided that the India Railway Este<blishment Code
Volume I may be amended in the advance correction slip
310-RI enclosed, It was only with respect of relaying
allowance on the basis of these itwo documents, it hes
been stated that whdtevegﬁﬁecided in the year 1963 has

been given by these two dbcuments.

S From the facts it is clear that the case of the
applicant has not been considered by the respondents

who have been agitating the muatter, The question of
limitation normally will not arise in every case and

if there is recurring ceuse of action it may not. As

it is matter which eped® should engage the attention of
the Department before which the representation filed

by the applicant is pending, The respondents are directed
to trace out the representation we#® filed by the
applicant and the same may be@ disposed of within a
pericd of three months from the date of communicaticon

of this order, With these Observatidnvthdt this applica=-

tion stends disposed of, No order as to costs,

-/-*Q/
I\
Member (A) Vice~Chairman

Allahabad,
Dated : 1e]21%3
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