OPEN_GOURT

. _ .
CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, ALLAHABAD BENCH
ALLAHABAD.

Dated: Allahabéd, the 24th day of May, 200l.
Coram: Hon'pble My. . Dayal, AM,
Hon'ble Mp. S.K. I, Nagvi, J.M.

ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO.913 OF 2000

1. Moti Lal son of Spi Mewa Lal,

2. Anrit Lal, son of Spi Phool Chandra.

3. Lalji Szhu son of Sri Dev Nath Sahu. |
4, (On Babu son of Spi Rgn Kishun. ‘
5. Shiv Krishna son of Sri Mewa Lal. +
6. BRamji son of Dev Nath Sahu.

7. Ramu Qupta son of Sri Mewa Lal

8, Lalita Prasad, son of Spi Mewa Lal.

All are the vendors of Railway Station, —--
Allahabad, |

. « + . BeSpondents.
( By Advocate: Chaudhary N, A Khan)

Versus I

l. Union of India through Secretary,
Ministry of KRailways,
Rail Bhawan, New Del hi.

2. General Manager,
Northem Railway,
Baroda House, New Del hi.
3. Divisional Railway Manager, -:_
All ahabad Mandal, Allahabead.
4. Catering Ipspector, Allahabad.
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(By Ajvocate: Spi A.K. Gaur )
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ORLGINAL APPLICATION No. 1309 OF 2000

L]

1., Ashok Kymar son of Ham Lal Kyshwaha
2. On Prakash son of Ram Lakhan.

w 3. Suresh Chandra son of Keshav Prasad.
| 4. Gore Lal son of Moti Lal.

5. Laxmi Narain son of Ganga Prasad.

6. Natthu Lal son of Chotey Lal.

| 7. Babu Lal son of Baijnath Prasad.
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8. Manik Chandra son of Lalle Prasad
9. Virendra Kymar son of Dashrath sahu.
10, Spyi Krishna son of Ragm Kumar. |

(ALl are the vendors of Railway Station

: ' Allahabad)
o o o el te ien e wdDDLICERTS
- .
-~ (By Advocate: Shaudhary N.A. Khan)
- - h
A : Versus _ .-
l. Union of India through Secretary, t
Ministry of Railways, |
Rail Bhawan, New Del hi. |
| |
2. General Manager, - i
Northem Railway, Baroda Hpuse, |
New Delhi. |
; 3. Divisional Railway Manager, ,
Northern Railwgy, Allahabad Mgandal, (
Allahabad.

l 4, Catering Inspector, : 1
Northem Rzilway, Allahabad.

‘ « * + e s &Epondents 3
Q ( By Advocate: Sri A.K, Gaur ) |




(By Hon'ple Mr. S. Dayal,Ad) i,

These applications have been filed for
directions to the Respondents to treat the applicants

as permmanent workers in similar category as other
catering vendors/licensees. A further direction
has been sought in the nature of mandamus, commanding
the respondents to provide all facilities, which

are provided to permmanent worke:rs,

2o The ap;plicants have stated that they are
working as Ice-cream vendors and have been working
as such for the last six to thirty years. osome of
them have made representations for regularisation
about a decade back but they have not been given
any reply. They have claimed that some others, who :
have been working as vendors like S/Spi Lakhan, -
Shiv Charan and Beni Madhav have been taken on
permanent basis but the applicants' cases have not
been considered. We find that in OA No.913/2000
a counter reply has been filed, in which it has been
1 mentioned that Sri Lgkhan, Shiv Charan and Beni Madhav
were departmental vendors and they have not been I
appointed through Contractors. It has been stated

that there was provision to regularise the services

of the departmental vendors. The learned counsel H

for the applicant contest this and states that a
'Pick and Choose' policy has been fol lowed.

3. We have heard arguments of Sri N.A. Khan

S
learned counsel for the applicants and Sy A.K Gaur,

}}rlearned counsel for the Respondents.
Contd...4 {F
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G We consider it appropriate to direct E
the Respondent No.3 to consider the representat'im‘*
of the spplicants in this Oi, if filed in his
office within a period of one month from the
date of receipt of a copy of this order, anld
the Respondent Np.3 shall dispose of the said
representaton by & reasoned and speaking order

within a period of two months thereafter. The

i applicants may not be substituted, except in
accordance with law till that time.

There shall be no order as to costs.

N ‘L‘\ﬁ_}l

(STK. I. NaQVI) (S. DAYAL)
JUDICIAL MBABER MBMBER (A)

Nath/




