
IN THE CENI' ... ~ .l\.DMINISTRAT IVE TRIBUNAL, 

JODHPUR BEN:H, J OOHPUR 

O,.A. No •. 177/2002 Date of Decision: 25.07.2002 

Hardwari Lal s/o Shri Da\'Jarika Parshad by caste Y@.dav aged 

about 44 years, resident ofHouse No. 238-B Railway Colony, 

Northern Railv_ray, L_al Garh, Bikaner _. 

The applicant is presently working on the post of Clerk 

in Northern Railway, B ikaner Divis ion. 

• •• APPLICANT. 

v e r s u s 

1. The Union of India, through 

the General Manager Northern Railway, 

Baroda House, New Delhi. 

2 • The Divisional Rail Manager, 

Northern Railway, Bikaner. 

3. The Divisional J?ersoJ:IDnel Officer, 

Northern Railway, B ikaner. 

• •• RES PONDENI'S • 

Mr. Kuldeep Hathur, counsel for the applicant. 

HON' BLE MR. G OPAL S IN3H, ADMINISTRATIVE ME.IIIJBER. 

HON' BLE t-'R. J .K. KAUSHIK, JJUDICIAL MB.!:'.lBER. 

( Per Hon'ble I"'lr. J .K. Kaushik, Judicial Member ) 

Hardwari Lal has filed this .Original Application under· 

Section 19 of the Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985 ~· p~aying 
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therein for a direction to the respondents to regularise the 

a.,t?plicant on the post of Clerk Cum Typist on the baE?iS of 

scrutiny of service record and viva voce test and also for 

declaring the cut of date of 7/8.5.87 as last date of regu-

larisation of J:1:Cs working in construction organisation or 

in division on adhoc basis by way of scruti~ of service record 

and viva voce test. 

2. The factsand grounds mentioned in this Original Application 

are almost similar and identical to the one mentioned in the 

o .. A ... N'.). 178/2002, Rarrchander vs. Union of India and Ors. with 

~, the difference tha.t -.pplicant in the present O.A. was initie.lly 

appointed. to the post of Gangman on 03 .12 .19.83 and also been 

reverted from the post of Clerk Cu~ Typist to the post of 

Gangman. The controversy in the case of Rarrchander (supriii.) 

has already been adjudicated upon and resolved today i:e. 

vide order dated 25.07.2002 and the issue does not remain 

res integra. Thus, there is no necessity to repeat the 

discussion afresh and we follOVJ me judgement in Ramchander 

case (supra) and decide the O.A. on the similar 1 ines. 

3. We pass the order as under:-

11 Foll0\-Jing detailed reasons recorded in our order dated. 

25.07.2002 passed in .O.A .. No. 178/2002, we do not find 

any force or mer it. in the Original Application, the sarre 

fails and is hereby dismissed in limine with no order 

as to costs." 

The Reg is try is directed to place e. copy of order da.ted 

25.07.2002 passed in O.A. No. 178/2002, &amchander vs. 

Union of Ind iEJ. and Ors ., in this case also. 

t3r1 ~I <y7V? 
( J .. ~Usn IK ) 

Judl. Member 

kumawat 



-Part JI and HI . 
In my pr~sence ::~troye4 , 
under tl

1
.-. .. Q;\{~ ~~ ?-"' superv· · -

section officer ( IsJon ot 
order dat~d l41tl as pe~·. 

v ...... ··l r"l) ... ~~~- .. 
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