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Central Adminisgtrative Tribunal Lucknow Bench Lucknow
Original Application Nos 286/2004,

Lucknow, this the 27th day of August, 2004,

EON'BLE SHRI S.P. ARYA MEMBER‘A!
le Krishna Ji Tewarl son of Mahgdeo Prasad Teward,
resident of Mohalla Subh,sh Nagar, City and District

GOnd Qe

2¢ Ranji Tewarl son of Mahadeo Prasad Tevcari, regident

of Mohalla Subh,sh Nagar, City and District Gonda.

3. Raghavendra Pratap Singh gon of late Ram Pal Singh,

resident of 295, Civil Lines, opposite Raghukul

Vidyapheeth, ITI Roazd, Gonda.

4., Gopesh Kumzr son of Krishn, Kighore, resident of
Vill age Kanchanpur Dewaria, P.O. Owari Deeh, District

Gcndao

S5e Shamghad Ali son of Jaafar Ali, resident of' Maharaniganj,

PO Badagaon; Distriet Gonda.

6. Devendra Kﬁmar Jalswal son of Paljhan Jaiswal, resident
of Baha:aniganj, Station Road, District Gonda.
7. Bagendra Nath Misra son of Keshav Dutt Misra, resident

of Chhedipurwa, Gonda.

£
Be 'Manoj Kimar son of Hemant Kumar, re‘sident of Narainpur, .

P.0O. & District Sultanpur.

9. Anwar Ahmad son of Jameel Ahmad, resident of Dhanepur, Gonda.

O« Mujeebullah son of Ainulhaw, r/o Dhanepur,Gonda.
7, 5w~@_~ v e
BY Advocate Shri R.K. Dewedi. » ceApPlicants.
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Versus
1. VUnion of India through its Secretary, Ministry of
Rallways, Rail ‘Bhawan, New Delhi.
2 Divisional Railwéy Managér (Personnel), N.E. Railway,

Lucknow.

3. Senior Station Superintendent, N.Ee. Railway, Gonda.

«s sRegpondents.

BY Advaéate Shri Azmal Khan.

ORDER ( ORAL

BY SHRI S.,P. ARYA MEMBER(A)

By this O.A., the applicants seeks for direction
to the raspondenté to place the applicants in the eligibility
list dated 54842003 znd also to quash the list annexed to

the letter dated 5.802003 (Annexure-l)-

2¢ I have heard the learned counsel for both the parties

and perused the pleadings.

3e The case 0of the applicants is that they'have workedr
with the'respondents for morethan 300 days but théif names
havenot been included in the list of substitute labours for
screening as circulate@ by letter 6f 54842003 (Annexure-l).
it is further stated that persons havﬁhg 2@ro workiﬁg.days

claimed and verified days have been called for the screening.
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4. Respondents in their counter reply have stated

that the respondénts have compleﬁed the process of
verification of the working days of casual labours/
substituﬁea/seasonal waterman by igviting the applications
from the candidates regarding the number of working

days in coﬁpiiance with the directions isgsued by this
Tribunal in O.A.VNO: 524/2001. It is further stated

that none of the applicants have worked for morethan

475 days but the last successful candidate has put in

2760 days. The applicants have not worked continuously, the

0.A. 1g therefore migconceived.

S. The applicants have submitted the representation
against the letter Of 5842003 stating that neither the
working days have been verified nor their names have been
' _ _ by The
included in the list. Once an applicationsithe applicants
woule, .
have been made , it must be just and proper that the
--Po“r "‘ v
respondents go into their grievanceLpot bequincluded in
‘the seniority list for screening. The question of being
- empanelled or not been empanelled on the basis of working
days is not in question in the present O.A. Eeing called for
the screening and empanellment after screening are two
different issues. The grievance of the applicant is for
non-inclusion in the’séniéggié—Iist. It is found expedient
A &
and in the interest of jnsticeLthe respondents are directed

to consider the calims of the applicants for inclusion

in the screening list & ©@pure inaccordance with the
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extant rules and fepartmental instructions in this regard.
The applicants sho_uld also be informed the decision in this

regar 4. .
6o With the aboVe directions, the O.A. is disposed of

without any order as to costs.
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_
(S.P. Arya)

Member{A)
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