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CENTRAL ADMINIS'mATI¥E TRIBUNAL LUCKNOW BENCH
I  LUCKNOW

ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO: 5840F2005

THIS THE 19 IH  DAY OF DECERfflER 2005 
HON’BLE siHRI JUSTICE M.A. KHAN, VICE CBASRMAN I  

HON>BLE i^HRI S.P. ARYA ^ m iB E R  (A^

Indresh Prashad Yadav, aged about 33 yeare, Son of Sri Ram kewal Y'adav. 
resident o f Village Natwabar Post Babhnauli District Sant Kabir Nagar, working 
as Khalasi (Gliss-W) Post.. T.No. OG-284 office of the Deuty Chief Mechanaical 
Engineer, Nqrtiiem Railway, Loco Workshop. Ciiarbagli, Lucknow.

By Advocate; Shii R.L. I f̂elira.
Applicant

VERSUS

1.
2.
3.

4.

Union of India, thi'ougli Secretary to Governm ent Railway Department 
(N.R^X Central Secretariat, New-Deliu.
Senidr General Manager (N.R), Baroda House, New -Delhi.
Depulj* Chiefk Mechanaical Engineer, Northern: Railway, lioco 
Worllsliop, Charbagh, Lucknow.
Assistant Works Ivlanager (K) Northern Railway, Loco Woikshop 
ChartaghXucknow.

Respondents.
BY Advocatb: Sliri Bhupendra Singli for Shri N.K. Agarwal.

ORDER(ORAL>

BY HON SHRI V«C.

M.P No, 3158/2005 has been filed for condonation cif delav on the

ongrounds that he is claiming the benefit of the order of this Tribjunal passed

17.10.2003 k  O.A. No. 124/000 in Sher Singh Vs. Union of India & others in

which the 'applicants were similarly placed persons, fa order ô do substantial
] • !

justice, we condone the delay. M R 3158/2005 stands disposed o f

2. The iservices of the applicant, who was working as Klialasl (Class W) with

the respond,ents, was terminated by order dated 18.11.1998. The applicant has
j

challenged the said order of cancellation of appointment/teirmination dated
i

18.11.1998; in Annexure No. 1 to this Original Application and prays for grant of
!

s tm ^ ^ h  kU consequential benefits including reinstatement in sfervice, an-eai-s of



pay and allocvances at par with similarly placed person in O.A. No. 124/2000 

decided on l'M0.2003.

3. It is idmitted that the ap])licant has not made a representation to the 

respondents for extending the benefit of those ordeis, which were given to the 

similarly situated persons. Learned counsel for the applicant has requested that 

the present C>. A. may be tieated as representation made by the aj îilicant to the 

respondents f Dr redressal of his grievance pleaded therein. TIte respondents do not

oppose the pi-ayer. Even otlierwise prejudice the riglit o f the respondents in the
A

matter.

4. Accoi 

representation 

pleaded thei' 

by reasoned

ean.

(S.P.ARyA) 
lVffilVlBER(A^

dingly. the respondents are directed to treat the prenent O.A. as a 

made by tlie applicant to the respondents for redressal of gi ievance 

The respondents shall decide the representation of the applicant 

order witliin a period of two months fi om the date of communication

of tills order.

5. O.A. itands disposed of in tenns of above directions. No costs.

V.

(


