CENITRAL ALMINIUTKRAIIVE TRIBUNAL ?(

LUCKNOW BaNCH

LUCKNOW

Original application No. 146/90

R.K.Shukla and others Applicant

versus
Union of India & others

Respondert s.

Hon. Mr, Justice U.C.Srivastava,V.Ce.
Hon. Mr, K, Ovayya, Adm,. }Member.

(Hon. Mr. Justice UL .8rivastava,V.C.)

The instant application is directed against
the formation of panel of 149 tempofary Khalasis in
the grade of & 750-940(RPS) on 2,2.1990 and the xk¥xmy

exclusion of the applicent from the said panel in

contravention of the order pacsed by the Hon'ble supreme
Court datzd 8.9.1988 and the interim order of this
Tribunal dated 27.9.1989.Aas the application for panel
was invited and the applicant applied for t he same,

and thereafter,panel was prepared on 22,.5.84 and the

same was canCellec on 3.1.85 without any notice. another

notice was issued inviting the applications. Some of
the applicants filed writ petition before i1igh Court
Allahabad and some of them filed apolications before the
Tribunal and they(writ petitions) were transferred to
this Tribunal. On 5.5,86, yet another notification

was issued for panel of 25C Khalasis. In O.A. 84/89
which was also filed challenging the selection a

direction was given by tte Tribunal that 81 posts
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of Khalasis shall remain unfilled. rhe interim orgder

was vacated on 2,2.90 and on that date a panel of

“ 149 per sons selected as Temporary Khalasis in the grade
' of & 750~940(RPS) was announced in which the applicants
u wel> not callecf.The applicants have challenged the

“ samy praying :-hat the paneldated 2.2,9C be quashed

" and the respondents be directed to aopoint them on tie
post of Khalasis onthe basis of their selection and
empanelment dated 22,5.1984 as pér orders of the

b

Hon'ble Supreme Court dated 8.9.1988,

“ 2, The respondents heve opposed tle appliCation
4

and have gdmitted that in the caseof Dharmendra Nigam

matter went upto Supreme Court and the Jupreme Court

issued the following directionss
[}

*we direct the Railway Authorities to
“ treat the appellants as claimed by them amd
"

tlten consider them alongwl th the other

applicants, if any, belonging tothe same

Category as the appeliants . t & ing similar

preferential claim, znd pass appropriate

®rders of sppointment in the existiny vacancies
expeditiously preferably within two months

from today.®
Even after the above directions ®%the Su.reme Court
]
also in that case observed that bar of age will not

be against any oflhe applicants, It was thereafter
W
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according to the respondents apolications were invi:ed
for fresh panel and in another case, C.Aa. No. 116/90

Akhilesh Singh vs. Union of India and ottxs decided

on 14.7.92, after taking into consgideration the above

case of Supreme Court we made the following observationss

“We make it clearthat the applicant shall also

be given appointment as and wren vacancy

ariseg in accordance with the seniority and the

fact that the applicant has become over age

and that the applicert has not been a party

to any application earlier,will not skand
inhis way. Withthese observations, the
applicetion stands disposed of finally. In

case any vacCancy exists, the apolicant will

oe given appointment against the existing

vacancy. No order as to costs®
The above Observation made in that case will apply

inthé present case also, No order as to Costs,
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Adm Vice Chaiman.

LucknowsDated 7.1.93



