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CENTRAL - ADMINI STRATIVE TRIBUNAL
LUCKNOW = BENCH

LUCKNOW %}f

Original Application Ne. 3 of 1989 (L)

Ram grakaSh R EEEEEERNY Applicant
VERSUS

Union of India

& Others, o(eooofo.fe R@Sp@nd@ntSo

Hon'ble Mr, Justice U.C. Srivastava, V.C.
Hon'ble Mr. K. Obayya, A.M.

(By Hen'ble Mr. K. Obayya, Member 'A')

The apblicant whe. is .employed in the
Northern Railway has filed this application foer
fixation of his pay equal to his juniers in the
skilled grade on the basis of trade test held in
1960 by following next below rule with all the
conseqguential benefits of senicrity and promotion
by quashing the nrder dated 16.1.1988 (Annexure~13)
rejecting his representaticn dated 30.,6.87 for

senierity.

2 | The anplicant whe entered service of

the Railuays in the year 1953 as Semi Skilled

Khalasi in the Field Bridge Workshop under the

Bridge Inspector, New Delhi, was transferred
alonguith othera staff to workshep Lucknow in
the yeatr 1955. According te the applicant during

the year 1958 scme of his Juniors including one

Sucha _Singh and another Kushia Singh were tra -

nsferred out of the werkshop and sent to Morad -
abad te work under the Assistant Bridge Enginaen

Though they vere Junier Staff they were allowed

to take the trade test held in 1960 for Promotiaen

to higher grade, and those found successful were

Loae
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vgard u@r@ﬁ@i@cﬂa@ he has approached the Tribunal.
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promoted to the scale of R, 110~180(since rapisad -
to R, (260 -400). Being aggrieved he represented to
the authorities p@inting,out the snomoly, , of his
Juniers being placed on a higher sdale; éansidering
his representation he was called to appear in the
8upplémentary trade-test held in ?966.> The résults

of 5qth the tests held in 1960 and 1966 were de -

clared on 20,6.66 and the applicant's name figured

at Sl. no. 4 abaveSucha Singh and other juniers in

the list of successful‘candidates. Thereafter the

-applicant was put on the higher scale(110-180) u.e.f

12.5.67. On his further representatidn\QVEnrpay”parﬁty

A3

his pay was fixed equal to that of one Mohinder @

- Singh. The contenticn of the applicant is;being

seniar he is entitledbPay Parity-uith Junioers pro- ]

moted in 1960. As his representations in this re - #

4. The r@Sp@ndEDtSThBV@‘ODD@S@d the case

and in the counter filed by them, it is psinted out

that during the year 1958, there was need for field

, of
staff, as the duties in the field uem{ﬁ;duous-naturg

such of those uho'uefé\lunisrs in the Work Shop were
transferred to field duties., The transferred Staff ——~
constituted a different entity, their seniority éqter-se
was fixed among the field staff, In casc they re - -

vert: te the work shop, they will enly go back to

their original seniority, &

APNANNREROCNIAS.. The
applicant at the time of their transfer or later did
noet ask for Fiaid transfer, He also did not make
representation in the year 1§60. Itgis also stated

that the list of successful candidates in the trads

¢
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{ ' test published is not based .sn cemmen senierity as

seniority is only at the unit level, It is further

p@int@d out that the applicant made his representation
for the first time in the year 1971 and that uas not
for pay fixatien equivalent ts the field staff, his
prayer was only faor pay fixatian equal te his junior
one Mohinder Singh, who was alss working in the work -
shep. The matter was considered and the applicant's
pay was fixed equal to Mdhinder Singh,

’i ' 5, We have heard the ceounsels of parties
and.alsa.perused the record, Thevfact,that the
applicant and alse others whe were his Juniersy
initially belonged to work éh@p unit at Luckneuw,
and that in senisrity the applican was abaove the
Y- ' ! others wvhose names , He has mentioned in the Claim
Petition is not in dispute., But some time 4in the

year 1958, the administration.tosk a decision, that

e

the manpouwer réquired for fiedd uﬁrk, could be made
good by transfer of Staff from work shop. Perhaps
in the work shop so many hands were not. required,
or there was surplus staff, It was a decision of
the administration,fand as the field work invelved
hardship, the work being'af more e%acting andaﬁaqauS
hatb?@gpaliiméfﬁ%m;mﬁiﬁ of physical dffart . and
evidently not preferred by many,, the Junior staff
was fransferred cut, to the extent of requirement
and the staff so transferred to the field duties
under Assistant Bridge Engineer at Moradabad, con -

(o
stituted, different unit, for which separate senierity

was maintained and promotions given. As premotions
weres given in the field unit and not in the werkshaep
the applicant ®annct claim for pay parity as he uas

g
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in‘; diFfegent u&it namely workshop andvngt in the
field unit, From the documents Filad=59 the app -
licant as Annexures to the petition it'is noticed
that the applic%pt-nGVQf guestioned the t:anéfervaf
his juniors nar»he bffer@q,his céndidature,for tra -

nsfer and in his first representation the prayer is

,for pay fixation equal to his juniors One Sri -

Mohinder Singh who was werking in the same werk-
shop., The representation was considered, and vidg
Vorder'détﬁé 27;6,1577(Annexure~2) his pay-was.stepped
wpﬁlto-b& af p@r uith his immediate jun}@r. It

was énly in the 1982(Anhexure—6) that he has raised
%hq issue of his seniority DVQ? the field staff,

In thét”reprQSGntation dated 8.10.1982 he has

pointed out bhat for the trade test held in the

year 1360 he uas not qaligd'tc apbear anﬂ hédhhé‘

been alvlo»ued to appear', hla ué’ul&l hav.é been ,gi’ve‘n’: ﬂ
the same benefits and promotien aleng with his

juniers. His case was alsoe referred to the EX-

‘ecutive Chi@? Enginear(Bridge),vNeU Delhi, it

uould alsé éppear thgt ha met personély the officser
?@nCern@d and explained his case and vide letter

dated 25,4,87, the positionnwas clarified and the
applicant informed -that semierity upfa "Mistries"

grade is not C@mmcﬁ; seniority is shop-wise and

the field staff constitute a different unit and

their seniority is maintained sep@ratedy; hence

the claim of senicrity of the applicant over field
staff is not tena&le. The applicént aggiibnre, -
presented against this decision that since se -
nierity of "Sarangi" in the field as well as

Bridis/ymrkshmp were cambined‘in the year 1975

C@ntd...".. ......
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his case shauld be considered in that light, His
appeal was considered vide order dated 16.1.1988

he was again infermed that. his case is not com -
parable to field staff and it was also peinted sut
that the applicant remained in the Werk Shap "7 uin
through out; and he claimed over time and other
benefiys meant for Werk Shop,staff uhiéhﬂuere
given, and as the séniofity in Werk Shop and field
is separate, he cannot claim the benefits of Pro =

motions, the field staff may have been given th -

roeugh fortuitious circumstances er otheruise.

6. For the reésons discussed above, the
applicant cannot claim parity with field staff uho
are part of a scparate unit for. seniority and dther
purpeses, His case for pay equalisation was consi -
.dered and his pay fixed equal te that of his Junior
next belew namely Mchinder Singh. He did not opt — -
for field cduty and did not raise any sbjection, when
the Juniors uere‘trénsferred'out for field duties.
His representation was censidered on merits more
than once and the samewas rejected as not tenable,
since his claim was for pay equalisation wver others
in a different unit, The position is akin to ex-
cadre posts. Once the Juniers have gone out and
receivdd certain benefits, the applicant cannsot
claim the same, his claims and rights fer a higher
scale or premotion, will be relevant for censider=-
atién within the Work Shop staff i.e. the unit 46
which he belongs and‘cannot 59 stretched over
others uHo beleng to a different unit and from
seperate seniority.

; _

Cantdsalcebpﬁtoonccn6/-
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In thesec circumstances we consider, that the

case of "the -applicant is without any merit and

accordingly it is dismissed, with no order as

Sy ’ .
.
i, ]

te casts,

(N
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Memher
Allzhabad, Dated

(RKA)

(R)
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Vice Chairman

;) 1992,
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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL )

- ADDITIONAL BENCH,
23-A, Thornhlll Road, Allahabad-211C01 M

A Registration No. ) % | of 198 9 Q&/) o

(R.Q/\/\m pm\w

APPLICANT  (8) s ocur s osn e o048t o o ssie o s St s s

RESPONDENT(S) e s e s s 90.. -
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Particulars to be examined - Endorsement as to result of Examination
| 1. Is the appeal competent ? L
- K
2. (a) Is the application in the prescribed form? \3/7 o
(b) Is the applicationin paper book form ? r%
(c) Have six complete sets of the application Np Lc%ﬂ;u’ ~te Aeli)
been filed ? :
3. (a) Is the appeal in time ? o \5 120

~(b) If ndt, by how many daYs it is beyond
time ?

{c) Has sufficient case for not making the —
application in time, been filed ?

£

44 Has the document of authorisation,Vakalat- %
nama been filed ?

\‘

v A4~ 61-89
5. s the application accompanied by B. D /Postal- e P C. Ne bl‘;) 9 )}”"187 ) 'bi- '
Order for Rs. 50/-
6. Has the certified copy/copies of the order (s) NS
against which the application is made been '
filed ? -
7. (a) Ha{/e the copies of the documents/relied »3%

upon by the applicant and mentioned in
the application, been filed ?

_(b) Have the documents referred to in (a) j&
above duly attested by a Gazetted Officer
and numberd accordingly ?



(2 )

_Pgrticulars to be Examined ~ Endorsement as to result of Examination

(c) Are the documents referred to in (a) %
above neatly typed in double space ?

8. Has the index of documents been filed and %
paging done properly ? -

8. Have the chronological details of repres- »%
entation made and the outcome of such rep-
resentations been indicated in the application ?

10. Is the matter raised in the application pending N
before any Court of law or any other Bench of
Tribunal ?

11. Are the application/duplicate copy/spare cop- \'3/>
ies signed ? :

12, Are extra copies of the application with Ann- No©

exures filed ?

(a) Identical with the origninal ?

(b) Defective ?

(¢) Wanting in Annxures
Nos..................iPages Nos........... ?

13. Have file size envelopes bearing full add- N o
resses, of the respondents been filed ?

14. Are the given ~addresses, the registered %
‘Y. addresses ?

15. Do the names of the parties stated in the ‘ %
copies tally with those indicated in the appli- '
cation ?

. v‘) )
16, Af'the translations certified to be true or N A__
4 supported by an Affidavit affirming that they
are frue ?
17. Are the facts of the case mentioned in jtem %

No. 6 of the application ?

(a) Concise ?

(b) Under distinct heads ?
(c) Numbered consectively ?

(d) Typed in double space on ene side of the IA
paper ? ’

18. Have the particulars for interim order prayed
for indicated with reasons ?

19. Whether all the remedies have been gxhaused.

WEPTIRTWIEE
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A —
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: IN_THE. CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

- place the’documents before the Single Judge:

. 8hri Arjun Bhargava appeared before us and mad#

is present, Ncne is- preaent for the respondentﬁ
Shri Arjun Bhargava had goudht two weeks time ¢

file counter affidavit on 20.9.89, but the coupter

affidavit has not been filed as jet,'ilt is
presumed that the railway administration is not
interested to contest the'case; Thefefore,

list this case for arguments by the counsel fo;
the applicant on 24-10-89 before a °mngle Judge
Benchy Respondents will have no right tc file

.ll

» CIRCUIT SENCH,LUCKNOY
> - o c
'ﬁgﬁggﬁg.SHEET R
: O.A. No, 3/89(L)
A REGIST-~TIuN No, _ _ of 198
: -\fr‘LLs_HNT - j{?’“_ Prakash .
I-\PrTE‘TnlW ' .
, o ) ' JERSUS ]
._UEFEMU,—\‘\!T - U.o, Indiavirg ors -
r’EJPL‘lJ NT
Serial Hmmﬁ:;cf Order, Menticning Reference ~ Houw complied )
number if nccessary > . " - with anddate
of orderd ) of compliance
and date o "y .
'Hon! Mr, D.X. Agrawal, J.M. '
% Hon' Mr. K. Obayya, A.M. )
j b" . . . 1
18/10/89° Shri L.P. Shukla counsel for the applicant "

o .

counter affidavit. -They may however, if so like

Bench on the date fixed, herein before to
facilitate the decision cf the case.

Lateron when the order was already dictated

a recuest  and was asked to make an applicationﬂ
with 7 -son, so that it ‘may be considered if
oA Ear

Me = ) ' A ’ JM.
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- In the Central Adminsirative Tribunal Allahabad

Circuit Bench Luckuow.

0.4 Wo,3 of 1989

- Raw Prakash O e Avplicant

- Versus

Union of india and another Respondents,

Reply on behalf of the Regpondents;

Para 1: Needs no réply.
Para -23' Needs no reply.

Pars 3: Issue of letter ﬂo. 258-E/2-4(Br) dt. 16,1, 1988
is not denied, | | _
he contents under the heading ‘S\ﬁ)j ect in Brief
are denied. It is stated that juniors sent as -
Field Staff had a seperate semiority in the Field
and thus claiw of the applicant for fixation of
his pay equal to the staff in field is mot
tenable , since he had not worked in the field.

Para 4: Not denied,

-

Para 5: Denied. 1he application is barred by Limitation.

Mot L

Para 6(a) Not denied.

S

6(b) In reply to the contents of paragraph 6(b) of
the apblication, it is submitted tuat the
persons mentioned worked in different field
units audj:‘és such the allegatibus set out caxinot
be verified without knowing their epmplvete

o Qe

R?Y Brrdcc W O LShOF .
& barbagh, Lucknow, ' / .




Para 6( ¢)

'f | [
Senim*'ﬁ@’f

N. Riy Pa‘f‘a”ﬁ( )

[N

Para 6(e)

et )

A-2-

Iha ¢ the contents of para 6(c) of the application
guBnot be verified because there is nuo mentio‘n

to this effect in the service record of the
applicant, Howevelﬁls much is not denied that

ha worked (a1 /L’a/x@’r ing| in the Bridge Workshop
Northern Railway Lucknow. QN\OLMMUW‘B’% 8?

“THiat the conteuts of paragraph 6( d) of the

t harpagh, Lucknow.

application are denied. It is suhnltted that
workshop and field are two seperate units. ‘Hence
guestion of cowbined seniority did not arise

at all, at any time,

In reply, it is subuitted that as a poliay, junior
persons are transferred to Field on reéuirementz ’
a8 the field duties are stremous and troublesoue
ones. The applicant could have been also traus--
ferred if he would have requested for in writing
at his own accord being a senior person. But ab -
that time he kept mum to refrain himslef fromhthp‘
hardships of transfer and stretious jobs of field.
It is submitted that the seniority of the work-
ghop and field staff have seperate seniority.
However if the field staff if transferred bédk

to the workshop on aduinstrative reasons or

on any count, the person so transferred will

come back on his originsal seniority and if
promotion takes place within workshop it will

be according to rules then prevailaing in the

‘workshop.

G (o2

Senlor Enclineet
W M. Rly. Bridge Workshog

Charbagh. Leckaow,
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Para 6{f): In reply to the‘contents of paragraph 6(f} of
the application, it is submitted that the
perseus trenefer;ed'were trensferred in the
same capacity i.e; as Khallasi 33 (Rigger).
Being a seperate unit they were orowmo ted by
Asst., Bridge Eﬁgineer (Spl) Moradabad as a local
arrangement against existing vacancies in field
a8 such no injustice was done to the applieant.
It is subultted that the applicant could have
also submitted ah applicafion for transfer to

‘field and if denied that transfer, he.could
have taken remedy at that tiue for the
injustice that could have been caused to him.
by that denial., However he canuot' challenge
that matter in 2989, -

Pam 6(g): Inereply s 1t is submiﬁted that the appPliocant
made no fepresehtation during the year 19§é :
when his juniors were transferred in field end'
where they got'prometion es:Khallaei Skilled

- (Sarang). The appllcant purposely did not do
that and which could be pnly that he was not

. willlug to g to f1eld looking to_the strenoue
and trouble some job.there. Had he represented
in those days, the appllcant would nave also

been transferred in field.

Para 6(h): That the contents of paragraph 6(h) of the .
aPPlication are not adnitted, The resuit of #he
trade test declared by Head Quarter vide letter

No. 293-3/1(:81-;) dat ed 20.6.1966 (Annexure 1)

N. Rly. B‘Ydr" Wor l-s‘\er

DA Barbagh, Lucksaw. /\
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Parg 6(h): different offices,

contd, no where indioates that -

the test done during 1966 yms a suppleauentary
test,

Pgra 6(1): only the issue of éémbined result vide letter
No.'293~E/1(Br.} dated 20.6. 1965 is not aﬂniéé:
Rest is denied, It is subnitted that the séié
letter had been addressed to three offices
‘and combined result h&d been deckared-fér
convenience, It cannot be iegarded 8S a pféékm
of combined seniority, Seniority st this lé;;l

is ABE-vise.

Para 6(j): That in reply to the contents of paragraph.é(j)
of the apblicatioh; it is not denied that
/ after the applicant had passed trade test
he was prouoted as Tindal/Sarang Khllaesi
Skillsd w.ef. 12.5.'67, Promotion before
oualifying a trade test is out of question- -
Any reference of steff, transferred else where

cannot be linked up, at all.

Para 6(k): That in reply to the contents of paragrabh
6(k) of the apblicatiom, it is subnitted thet
the applicant's first revresentation was
received duriﬁg 1972 not 6n’this'issue but
eclaining seniority against‘Mohindér Siugh;
Tindel and employee of the workshop which was
accepted by Head Qrs. Office being reaquable
end his pey was accordingly steyped'up\equal
- to his Jjunior Shri Mohindar g8ingh #.ef., 12.5.

7 vide Sr. Engineer (Bridges) New Delhl

Qﬂg@g@\) Letter Mo, 752-F/2(Br.) deted 27.4.177 as -

M- | o
8enfor Pnolneer contained in Aunnexure Fo. 2 to the application.

%?;,/\R‘lyi Bridge Workshop _ : eee B
4 ;\H'bdﬁh_ anknn‘w . _




Para 6(1):
& ‘(m):

Para 6(1133
&(0):

d

- 5 -

ISSUGV of letter dgted as contained in Annexure

No.2 to the application are not demied, It

is subnitted that decision taken was correct
and also endorsed by Senior Engineer vide his
letter dated 9.9.1977 as contained in Atmexuré
No., 3 to the application, Since both of thes%
bersons were workshop auployees and lthere ”was_@

problen, It had no counection with staff trans-

ferred in the field,

That the contents of ‘Pparsgraph 6(n) and (o) of
the appblicz tion are not gdnitted, A bare |

perusal of the letter enclosed aé Annexure Nq;.j-m-*

4 to the application, shows that SEN/Bridge Cons,

sought advioe of SA0(W)Lko if the seniority can
be accepted vis a vis applicant's Juniors, T.h? -
letter seecms to be an inter departmental cpxj;fes: |
pondance of whieh no :copy was endorsed to the-
epplicant, As to how he obtained the photostat

of the said letter, it is for the applicant to

- explain, It is subwitted that no advantage can

- be derived by the applicent out of the said

e

letter., However SAO(V)/CB.Lko had clearly stated

in letter dated 18,10.'77 (Amnexure No. 5 to the

apPlication) that he had nothing to vtha say in

- the mgtter of «ys'eniority and indicated as to the

Para 6(p):

requirenents needed to be fulfilled regarding

fixation of pay.

Ygnied, No such repPesentation as contained in

ennexure no, 6 to the application is in the file

¥ an‘nee?\

%/-R!Y. Bridps Workshop
¢ harhagh, Luc;,.amﬂ
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Parg 6(q):

Para 6(r):

Para 6( s):

o

Issus of letter dated 23,9.'85 as contained

in Annexure No. 7 to the application is not

Not denied.

Issue of latter dated 30: 1.'86 aw contained _
in Annexure No.9 to the application is not denier.
It is however submitted that there was some

clerical mistake, in indicating that the
trade test held in 1966 wms supplementary, in
view of any vroof that it mﬂs. supplementar&, “

It is further sutmitted that the letter dated

30.1.' 8 was an inter departmenatal correspon-
dance to know the exact views of tbe aenior L

departmaxatl head, No advantage can be derived

by the applicant out of the sald letter.

Para 6(t):

Para 6(u):

Igsue of lette-r dated 4.5,1987 accompanied
with the copy of letter dated 29.4, 1987 as
contained in Annexure No, 16 are not denied.

It is sumitted that the decision é.rrivad at .
and comunicabed in letter datéd 29.4.‘87 cannot
be termed as arbitrary. It was a clear most .-
correct decision conveyed by N,Rly. Head Q,uai't-
er that seniority is geperate for field and

workshop, h -

Subtmiss ion of representation dated 9.5, 1987.

and 30.6,'87 as contained in Annexure No. 11

and 12- to the application are not denied.
”m{?neﬂ! ceee T
%W/Hly Bridge Workshop
: ha

rhagh © ucknow,
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Para 6(v): Issue of letter dated 16, 1.1988 as vontained

Parg 6(w):

o

inannexure no; 13 to the application is uot
denied. The comuunication made through the
letter dated 16,1,1988 was to the effect that
matter has already been considered while
conveying decisions in letters dated 27/6/7‘7
9.9.177 again on 29.4,'87. In para 2 only a e

further clarification was made that the applicant

had already recei‘_ved the overtime claimed frow
1955 to 1966 on the basis that he was working
a8 & wopkshop enployee and also in view of the
fact that seniority of workshop and field is -
seperats, his claim for S'eniIOrii;y vis Q vis

hY

field staff is therefore not considered “‘
v

Justified, j’he’issue of letter does mnot revive

or extend limitation,

fhat the contents of ?aragxaph 6(w) of the
are not admitted., ALl the ordefs arrived at
and coumunicated are correct and totally

based on rules, None of then can be called

- arbitrary, orgganinst the rules, It is submitted

" that the applicant is not entitled to the

benefit of !'next below rule'! as alleged; The
action of the respondents cannot be temed as
violative of Article 14 and 16 of the Coxisfitu;
tion of India, in view of the fat that the

applicant has been getting the benefits as would

‘be availagble to an enployee of wrokshop.PS 2709

and 3412 have no aPDlication to the case of

the applz.cant because these circulars do not

\\ /% Q} decide senlor:lty of workshop and field staff

entor Pndnw’ te units and maintaining
P s
Rly Briczc Workshgfich are totally seperate units a

h -.rh«'{'?\ t LS TAERELE

vy

oo 8
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Para 7: ‘he applicant is not. entiled to any relief and the
é‘pplibation is liable to bedismissevd‘wlthcoats to
the respondents, o -
- None of the grounds taken in the application

are tenable in law.

¥ara 8: Needs no reply.

Para 9: Needs no reply.

"Para10: Needs no reply.

Para 11:The contents are to be verified by the office of
the Tribunsl, henceneeds no reply.
¥ara 12: Needs no reply.

o e

Benfor Bnalnggt - Sy
| . . Rly. Bridge Workshop :
Nerifiestion; " hashagh, Lucknow.

I, /\T U &H‘V""’/\/‘ working as Sentav &?X.ﬂeﬂ/
in the Bridge Workshop Northern Railway Charbagh Lko,

duly coupetent and authorised to sign and verify this
répl}' o) Hereby verify that the contents of parsgraph 1to
12 of this reply are true to the best of bel.ief based on -

information derived from record and legal advice. :

Signed and verified this /4 {'ﬁay of ﬁ‘j’mgm at Kclnpn ™

L

‘ Senior Enolnee!
le. Bridge Workshogp
¢~ Charbagh, Lucknow,
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INTHE CENTRALADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, ALLAHABAD,
CIRCUIT BENCH, LUCKKNOW,

0.4, No. 3 of 1989.(L)

Ram Prekesh cun Applicent.
Vérsus
} Union of India & another' .o Respondents.

INDEX,

- -
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S.No. Perticulars. Page nos.

T Y N ——

1. Application coe e 1 to 13

2. Mnnexure-1.

‘Copy of letter No. 293-E/1 (Br)dt. 20.6.66 14
declaring the result of the trade test.

3., lAnnexure-2
Copy of letter No. 752-E/2(Br) dated 27.6.77 15
from SEN/Br/I,, New Delhi ordering the stepping of :
pay of the applicent w.e.f, 12.5.67.

4. Jnnexure=32,

Copy of letter No. 752-E/2(Br) dated 9,9.77 from 16
SEN/Br/l,, New Delhi confirming the decision contsined
in AnnexXure-2.

Annexure-L.

¥ Copy of letter No. 752E/2(Br) dated 9.8.1979 from SEN/ 17
Br,-L, New Delhi to S20(W), Lucknow.

6 Jfunexure-9%
Copy of letter No. 79/LAC/Br W/S/CB dated 18.10,79 from 18
S (W), Lucknow to SEN ( Bridges ), New Delhi.

7. JAnnexure-6 : .
Applicent's representastion dated 8.10,1982, .o 19

8. Mnexure-7
Copy of letter No. 258-E/2--4( Loose) dated 23.9.80 20

from ressondent no.2 to the applicent,

9. fnnexure-8. . | _
Covy of epplicationm dated 10.1.86 forwarding there- 21
with the copies of correspondences.

10, Annexure-=9
Copy of letter no. 258-E/3-4(Bridated 30.1.86 from 22
respondent no.2 to the Dy. Chief Engineer ( Bridges)/W,
Northerm Reilwsy, New Delhi.

Copy of letter No. 941E/4-C dated 4.5.87 with copy of 23%&2h
letter dated 29.4.,87 from SEN/Br-L/II

12. ﬁnnéxure—11 . e 55
Copy of representation dated 9.5.1987 “es 5

2. Mnexure=12 » _ 26
" Copy of representation dated %0.6.1987. cew
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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, ALLAHABAD, }X |
CIRCUIT BENCH, LUCKNOW,

0.4 WO. 2 OF 1988 L)

Rm Pr ak&Sh ceae . Applican to

Versus
Unionx of India & another .. Respondents.

APPLICATION UNDER SECTION 19 OF THE
ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNALS ACT, 1985.

DETAILS QOF CATTION:

Ram Prakash.

(i), Name of the applicent

"

(ii). Neme of father Late P.R, Gulati,

(311} Designation end office
in which empilyed + Serang H.S. Gr. I,
Northern Railwsys
Bridge Workshop,
Charbzgh, Lucknow.

(iv)., Of fice address

s as gbove.
(v). Address for service of & as above.
all motices.

(i), Neme/or designatiom of )) 1. Union of Indisg
respondents, ) through the -
C(Hd) icC : . S - ) G.en“e«ra]w‘Man‘ager; )J'I,>
(ii) ‘0ffice address of res 3
)
)

rondents

Northern Reilway, .
Barszoda House,
(iii) Address for service of NEW DELHI. |
a1l notices. _ .20



- i | - (2) | CXQ,QQ

2. Semior Engineer, Bridge Workshop,
Northerm Railwey, Charbagh,
Lu.cknow.

5. PARTICULARS OF ORDERS AGAINST
WHICH APPLICATION IS MADE.

Order No. 258-E/2-4(Br) dated 16.1.1988
passed by the respondemt no, 2 fimally
rejecting the cleim of applicant's senidrity

end fixation of pay over his juniors.

SUBTECT IN BRLEF:

For fixatiom of applicent's pay equal

to hiS»juniorSfpromotéd in the year 1960
in grede Rs. 110-180 (AS ) subsequently
revised to scale of Rs. 260-400 (RS) with

alllcomsequential benefits,

4. JURISDICTION OF THE TRIBUNAL:

The applicent declares that the subject
matter aginst which he wants redressal is
within the jurisdiction of this Hon'ble

' Tribunal.

0. LIVMITATION:

The applicent further declares that the

application is within limitation prescribed

(FEQU¢AW:;i%f::X?L . '
f in Sectiom 21 of the Administrstive Tri-

7

bunsls Act, 1985.



&
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(3) /@7

56. Facts of the Case:

s

(a). That with effect from 1953, the applicent
was eppointed as Semi Skilled Khallesi ( susequently
appointed as Rigger ) in the Field Bridge Torkshop
and posted under the Bridge Inspector (M), Northern

Railway, New Delhi.

(b). Thot the spplicent, by virtue of his

esrlier appdintment, wes senior to one Shri Sucha -
Singh snd man;;2:£i skilled Khellasis nemely $/Shri
Khushia Singh, Bachan Singh, Dalip Singh, Fegir Chand,
Chur Singh 2nd moti Rem, who were appointed after

the zpplicent in the seme capacity end unit under the

Bridge Inspector (M), Northern Reilway, Wew Delhi.

(c). That due to adwinistrative reason, the
applicent slongwith the aforesaid staff was trens-
ferred to Bridge Workshop, Northern Railway, Tucknow

in the year 1955,

(d). . That in the Bridge Workshop, Iucknow
the seniority of Riggers of this wo rkshop was com=-

bined vwith the Field Workshop Staff upto 1968.

(e). _ That in the year 1958, the respondents,
on their own =zccord, tramsferred some juniors namely
S/Shri Sucha 8ingh, Khushie Singh, Bachan Singh,
Daleep Singh, Feqir Chand, chur Singh end Moti Rem
211 semi skilled Khallasis ( Riggers ) under Asstt.-

Bridge Fngineer/Spl./ Moradebad but they were still

4

on. the seniority list of Bridge Workshop wherein the -
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applicent was senior to a1l of them.

(£). That despite the .fact that the sppli-
cant wes senior fo all of the zforessid staff, the
respondents,ignoring the applicent, held a2 trade
test of the aforessid jumior staff in the year 1960
for being promoted to them in scale Rs. 110480

( subsequently revised to scale of 260-400 ) and
accordingly they were promoted in the szid grade in

the seid year at the back of the apnlicent,

(8). That aggrived by the aforeseid illegal

and arbitrery act of the respondents, the appliceant

made representation cleiming his promotion, seniority

and stepping uf hispay equal to his junigrs from the
were

dete vhen they/promoted in skilled grade in the year

1960 as he was senior to 211 of them,

(h). That as 2 result of the sforessid repre-~

sentation, a supplementary trade test wes arranged

in the year 1966 and the applicant -was called to appeer
—

therein for béing‘promoted in skilled grade. The

applicaent appeared in the szid test.

(i). That 2 combined result &f the aforesszid
trede test held in the year 1960 znd 1966 was declered
by the respondents under Headquarters Qffice, New Delhi}s
letter Na. 293-5/1(Br) dated 20.6.1966 and the names

of successful cendidates were notified in strict order
of their semiority. The neme of the espplicaent wes

indicated a2t serial no. 4 that is above Sri Suche singh



Annexure. t.

|
i
|
I
|
)

Mnexure =2.

RounForlgly

(5) Ai?‘

end meny other steff who were junior to the epplicamt.

Atrue copy of the sald letter deted 20.6.1966 is being

filed herewith. es ANWEXURE N0, 1 to this spplication.

(3. That after passing the aforessid
trade test, the respondents promoted the applicent
as Tindel/Sereng in grade Rs. 110-180(4S) ( Subse-
quently revised to sczle Rs. 260-400 ) with effect
from 12.5,1967 and not from the year 1960 when his

Junior Sri Suche Singh and many others were promo ted,

(k). That aggrieved by the aforessid zct
of the respondents, the szpplicsnt made several repre
sentztions for his promotion in skilled grade from
e &‘wz’gf
the year 1960 when his juniors were promoted,amdzs'epp—
ing of his pay equsl to his juniors, as required under

the rules.

(1), " That as a result of the aforesaid
representations, the Senior Engineer, Bridges-L,
Northern Railwey, Baroda House, New Delhi, vide his
letter No. 752-E/2(Br) dated 27.6.1977, ordered to

fix the pay of the apvlicent equsal td one Shri Mohinder
Singh, Tindal in grede Rs. 110-180/260- MM(RS) vi th
effect from 12.5.1967 end not from the year 1960 when
his juniors were promoted. A true copy of the said
letter dated 27.6.1977 is being filed herewith as

ANNEXURE NO,. B to this application.

(m). That on a reference mede by the

respondent no. 2 ( them designated es Assistent
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Bridge Engineer (W), Northern Railway, Lucknow 5,
the Senior Bridses Engineer/Bridge/L, northerm -
Réilu@y, New Delhi, vide his letter No. 752 E/Z(Br)
dated 9.9.19%7, confirmed the very same de0181on :
which he had &lready teken vide Annexure No. 2 to
this epplicetiom. 4 true copy of letter dated 9.9.77

is fnnexure No. 3 to this espplication.

Mnnexure-3.

(m). That since‘fhe afofesaid.decisiom
Yo : was erbitrary end ageinst thevestablished law and
rules, khézmatterjwas further asgitated by the appli-
cant to: decide the issue involved in the case where;
4 upon the Semior Emgineér/‘B&idges-L/Nbrtherm Rail way,
New Delhi admitting the cleim of the applicent referred
o the case to the Senior Accounts Officer (W), Northernm
Reilway, Lucknow for exemination znd vetting vide his
letter Na. 752-E/2(Br) dated 9.8.17979, e true photo
> Agggﬁ%gg:g;‘ . stet copy of which is beiﬁg:filed herewith as Annex-
| ure No, % to this epplication.

- | (o). ~ That in response to sbove letter
| ( Annexure -3),jﬁhe‘Seni¢r Accounts Officer (W),
‘Northern Reilway, Lucknow, vide his letter Na. 79/
LAC/Br W/S/CB dated 18.1001979, communicated his
observations to the Semio; Bridge Engineer, Northern
Reilwey, Barods House, New Delhi favguring the cése
of the applicamt. A true copy of the szid letler

dated 18,10,1979 is being filed herewith as ANNEXURE
HEsxs No. 5 to this

Annexure-5.

: (p). Thet thereafter, the respondents




1 ompelled t
1‘ mpelled the @pplicant to prefer
dated 8. 1021982 to

Bridges,

sentation dated 8.107

h “ V1982 is heing £
MM’ R | o 1s being filed herewi th
‘ b ND. 6 to this application,
X | ( -
S Q). f
" | That thereafter, the respondent no.2,
E ide his letter Np, 258/E-2-4 (loose ) dated 23,9,85
| informed the applicsnt that his Case was referred
+ '; to Headqwarterg office, New Delhi for decision but
x o decision could be' arrived at as the concerning

j fil.e was not aveilable in that office; and as such
| ‘the spplicent. was required to supply copies of corres-
' pondence pertai.riing to hies case for further trans-
mission to Headquarters Office, New Delhi fdr disposal

df his case. A true copy of the szid letter is being

Mnnexure-7, ' filed herewith as AVNEXURE NO, 7 to this applicatiom.

(r). ' That in pursuance of the aforesaid
letter ( Annexure no. 7 ), the applicant, by meens
! of am appliication dated 10.1,1986 furnished the. full .
' information end copies of the relevant do cuments/ '
| correspondence to the respomdemt no. 2 for further
trensmission to the Headquarters Office for disposal

' of his case. & true copy of the said letter/zpplication

‘\, dated 10.1.1986 is being filed herewith as NNEXURE_NQO .8
to this sgpplication.

4
1

i(s'). That after the receipt of the infor-

| ) - - 1O . 2
NI Y Z mation and copies of documents, the respomdent mo. &,



. Aunexure-9.

Annexure-10.

1

/\ML

- arbi trary menner to the Shop Supdt. (W), Northern

~ dingly. & true copy of letter dated L}.«S.l%? eﬁlomg-'l

(&) | frr—

by his tter ] |
letter No, 258-E/3-1( Br) dated 30..1.1986 |

ref d. the e wi th
erred. the case with copies of full Correspon

to the uty Chief i

e Deputy Chief Engineer ( Bridges )/W, Nor
- . » ,
Reilway, Bar da House,

dence

thermn: .
New Delhi vwith the recommen-

d, : _— . , .
atlom to decide the Case finally, A true copy of

the szid V
seld letter dated 2001.1986 is being filed here-
vith a5 INNEXURE NO,

9 to this epplication.,

(t). That thereafter, the Sespondent ﬁo .2
by his Ietter m0. 941-E/4-c dated 4.5.1987, commu-

‘9

nicated the decision of the Deputy Chief Engin,e;er,
Bridges, Northerm Rzilway, New Delhiirejecting the

claim of the applicent om flimsy ground esmd in =m
Reilway, Iucknow, vho informed the ‘appli cant accor~

with the letter dated 29.4.1987 containing the
decisiom of the Deputy Chief Engineer is being
filed herewith collectively as ANNEXURE NO, 10 to

this applicetiom.

(w). That simce the decisiom mede in the
‘case of the zpplicent was not om the sctugl poimt
involved in the case, the a.ppli,c.an.ﬁ was constrained
to mbvé\represe,ntatiozx da‘ted‘ 9,5.1987 for review of’
the decisiom already ‘fakewm and thereafter preferred

o representation dated 3006.1987 to the respondent

no. 2 with copies to 211 suthorties concermed for

deciding the case in acco rdance with law and xules.

Trae co~pie:sof the said representatioms dated 9.5.87

.nd 30.6.1987 sre being filed herevith respectively

‘a8 SNNEXURES NOS., 11 end 12 to this spplication..




(9) @FB}

(v) That thereafter, the respondent

no. 2, by his order Ko. 258~E/2-4(Br) dated

16, 1. 1688, finelly rejcted the claim of the
epplicemt inm en arbi trary manner esnd sgazinst

his own observations already meade vide 2nnexure
no. 9 and the obserVatidz‘xzs mede by the Senior -
Engineer/Bridges~L, Northem Reil way, Headquerters

Office, Baroda House, New Delhi vide Annexure 0. 4

L to this applicatiom.
, all
(w). That Xke orders rejecting the claim

of the applicent are illegal, unconstitutionel,
arbi trary, egeinst the rules of the department
sndinstructions isswed by the Reilwey Board
contsined inm Printed Serial Nos. 2709 and 3412o(s
In every case the epplicent is entitled to the
b;enaéﬁjt of'Next Below Rﬁle: ¥, Since the gppli-
cent has been denied such Ezemeﬁi.t, the action

of the respomdents is violative of Article 14

and 16 of the Comstitution of India 2ls0.

9. RELIEF SOUGHT :

In view of the facts mentioned in para
6 sbove, the applicent preys for the following

reliefs :-

That this Hon'ble Tribunsl be pleased

(a).
t the

ta direct the respondents to grem
£ v Next Below Rule t to the

benefit o
ay equal to his

applicent by fixing his P




% -

b }
(b).

;“(f’ ‘

(1)
w
1 (ii)

(iii)

(fo) o a{)@(?

to his junior memely Sri. Sucha Singh
end many othe_r juniors promo ted in
Skilled Grade on the basis of trade test
held in the year 1960 with &l conse-

, ——
quentizl bemefits of seniority amd pro-
motion over his juniors by quashing =all
orders contained in Annexure no. 13 to

this spplication.

Cost 6f this application msy also kindly

be awarded td the applicent.
Gropunds?

That the orders rejecting the claim

of the applicent is ageinst the ' Next
Below Rule ' that is Rule 2018 B of the
Indien Reilway Estsblishmemt Code Vol. II
and various instructions issued by the

Reilway Board on the subject.

That orders rejecting the cleim of the
applicant are violative of Articles 14

and 16 of the Constitution of India.

That the orders rejecting the cl aim
of the gppliceant is arbitrery and
against the facts available om the
records end the observetions of the

respondents themselves.
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8. INTERIMORDER,IF PRAYEDFOR.

In the fects and circumstesmnces of the
case, the appli cant prays for no interim

order,

9. DETAILS OF THE REMEDY FXHAUSTED:
The egpplicent declares that he hes

ovoiled of 211 the remedies avail able to him

under the relevent service rules e.teCoe

10. MATTER NOT PENDING WITH ANY OTHER COURT ETC.

The applicént further declares that-

the matter regsrding which the applicztion has

 been made is mot pending before any court of law

or eny other bench of the Tribunel.

11. PARTICULARS OF THE POSTAL ORDIR (s)
TNRESPECT OF APPLICATION FEE.

b b
(i) No. of Indiam Postel Order: 9» 8293787

(ii) Name of issuing post Office: ﬂ@_‘ Z-af*/l.

(iii)Date of igssue of Postal Order: é;///(ﬂ?

(iv) Post Office at which paysble:

12. DETAILS OF INDEX:

An index in duplicate conteining the

detsils of the documents to be relied upon is

enclosed.
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13, list of enclousers :

(1) Copy of letter Na. 293*E/1(Br) dated

(2)

(3)

(L!')

(6)

(7)

20,6.1966 issued by the Executive Engineer/
Bridge Workshop, Northern Reilway New Delhi
declering the result of the trazde test held
in the years 1960 and 1966 for skilled grade.

Copy of Ietter No. 752-E/2(Br) dated 27.6.77
issued by S.E.N/Br/L, New Delhi drdering
stepping up pay of the applicant w.e.f.

12 [ ] 57. 1967i

Copy of Letter Fo. 752-E/2(Br) datedj9,9,77
issued by S.E.N/Br/L, New Delhi confirming

the decision contained in letzer dated27.6.7%

Copy of letter Wo. 752-E/2(Br) dzted 9.8.79
issued by SEN/Br/I., New Delhi t® Sr. Accounts

Officer (W), Northernm Railway, Lucknow.

Copy of Letter No. 79/LAC/Br W/S/CB dated
18.1001979 issued by Sr. Accounts Officer
(W), Northern Railway, Lucknow to‘SEN'( Br),
Northern Reilway, New Delhi. v

Copy of spplicant's representatiom dated.

8.10. 1982.

Copy of letter No. 258/E-2-4( Loose) dt.
2%.9.1985 issued by respomdent no. 2 asking
the spplicent to supply copy of correspon-

dences,



o

(13 &%i>

(8)., Copy of epplicent's representation dated

10.1.1986.

(9). Copy of letter No. 258~E/2-i(Br)dated
30.1.198€ from Deputy Chief Engineer
(Br. W/Shop), Northern Reilwsy, Charbagh,
Lucknow to the Dy. Chief Engineer (Br),/W,

Northern Reilway, New Delhi,

(10) Copy of Letter Wo. 941-E/4~C dt. 4.5.87
from respondent no.2 zlongwith copy of

letter dated 29.4.1987 &f SEN/Br-I./II.

(i) Copy of applicant's representstions dated

9.5..1987 and 30.6.1987.

(12)  Copy of letter Wo. 258-E/2-4(Br) dated
16.1.1688 from respondent no. 2 contsaingng

the fingl decision.

Verification :

I, Ram Prakash, son of Late P, R, Guleti,

aged sbout 5% years, vresident of 449, Hind Nagar,

- Kenpur Road, Luwcknow, do ‘hereby verify thet the

contents from paragresphs 1 to 13 are true to my

knovledge end belief end thet I have mot supressed

(TQC&»c«(F%ii%i::jzg

Signature of ﬁhe epplicant.

any materizgl fact.

To,

The Registrar,
Centrel Administrative Tribunel,
Circuit Bench, Lucknow.
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S SHYT 90T Genl. 29-Lary
36T XA NORTHERN . RAILWAY: ' o / *

- ‘ Headquarters Office,
) ' Barodi House, New Delhi¢

Th: Asstt, Bridge Engincer, o v : L
Northarn Railway, - SO ‘ :

Lucknow and New Delhi

\'f")\ -
e
94
AL
e
-
e
e
o

The Asstt. Bridge Enginet Spl.,

- Northern Railway,
- New Delhi.,

Sub~— Trade Test. : v _ o e

As a regult of the trade test conducted the

‘following semi-skilled Knallasies are declared to have nasSed

tnghtest for promotion to the post of skil;ed KhallasinSaw-'
1. ahri Kartara S/o Buta,
2. Uttam Singh, S/owaranjan Singh

3. ™  Amar S;ngh S/o ral Sin she

';€i§> " Ram Prakash, /0 Panjoo Ram. 7 .
D ¢ Suc%“ Singh; 8/ Drem Slngh ‘ '

6. ¥ KhUtha Slngh, S/¢ Mehanga singh, L

T N .Bacnan Singh S/0 Boor Slngh o ".__ff
8, " Dalln Singn ‘S/0 Surain Singh. |
J9.‘ L Phgman S}ngh,‘S/o-Shagat Slngh!‘

10. * Fagir chand, S/o Sant Ram,

11. " Lachhman S/o Sungna Mal, -t
12. * chur singh, S/0 Palu Ram, ~ . - .
: A -t

*13. ¢  "Mo€i Raﬁ,‘S/o Halu Ram.
1.4.'f_." Duni chaﬁd, $/6 sita Ram.
15, *  Balip Singh, S/o Kalyan Singh.
16. “ Surinder Singh, S/Q Hadawa ngh.
ib.“ #  Shiv Du££ S/O,Moﬁi Ram.

~34="

: “Executive Engihaer/ﬁrw.
c _ |
Rocs P2n lo%
3 Comw
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No. 752-E/2 ( Br) deted 27.6..1977‘

From : - To,

g, TN, /Br/L/Ts AB.E. (W), |

New Delhi. Northern Reil way,
Tuckno We

Sub ¢ Tixetion of pay of shri Rew Prakashz
Teindal .y Bridge Wo rkshop, N« Rly, Lko.

Ref ¢ your Letter No. 258-E/2-k ( Br) dated
12.,,11:-76 . )

nsul tation with 2.0.(E),

cen decided on €O
n Prakssh, Tindal,

Tt has b
NDLS that pey of Shri Re

N. Rly.s
y be stepped up equ

Br. W/Shop-Lko m&
shri Mohinder Singh, Tindel

&1 equel to his
junior men gr, Rs. 110-180
(AS)/260-400(RS) with effect 12.5.67.

His pay me refixed accordingly.

Sd.

s.E.N/Br/L.

True CODY«
httested e Copy

G‘éu ;,M’)M
L. P, SHUKLA

Advocate
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No. 752-E/2 (Br) Dated 9.9.1977.

From ¢
' To,.

S.E.N.7/Br-L,

N. Bly., New Delhi. B, B, (),

" N. Rly., Lucknow.

Sub : Fixation of Pasy of Shri Rem Prekash,
Tindsl, Br. %/Shop, Lucknow.
nef : Your Letter No. 258-E/2-4(Br) dated
2.8.77. ' :
(‘\
The case of the gbove-named has been re-exemined
‘ and it is revezled that pay elready fixed under this
4,.,4\4,./
office letter of even number deted 27.6.77 is correct.
. j Sdy=m==m- 9/9
Yo |
_ True Copy.

Attest: " . 2 Copy

. . .
. A o
| “_f'/“o/}‘wﬁf_ﬁl'?im
L. P, SHUKLA

Advocate
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99:ATi17~Marab, 3076-1,00,000 Peds, v :

, e e SRR RO R gy~ St
Bo.752:/2(3r) - a o Pt 9,007,
SAC(W)/ Lo, |

e wme 19/G, 1, 3.,
WARE Y oagy G, v/-augt‘_

~ Subi-Fixation of senioiity of Sia dar Prakgsh Tindal/Sareng
‘ 67, 26U=400(25) < v, Shop, 0,

LK 2% 3

SheRam Proigash $/o Sh,Panjoo “2a 1g worldng in 3r,¥/Suop,

L0, as Tindei/sarang~Gr.@.llU—LQ:As,26U~4UU¢58. ile aageclaimed
his seniority snd fix tion of his pay over his juniors #ag

v menticnud beluu%gth'sami'iﬁﬁZlux “reaas Kk, Semi grilledias <ke.

‘ Shefam Prakoon was avpolanted na Lie3.8, on 19.3.53 under
BRL/NDLS and treasferroc 60wl in 1956 in fabricetiosn Depot under
BrI/LKO. This Fabriention Lepot, whica is.aow in toe shop of
Br.i/Shop, ukl, wagp reglivered in 1966, siVing ret.cspective
effect from 1.4.55,

: In 1958, sorme of tie analiasies U.u. wore transterred from
Shic doout to Spl/fiorks vrdo s AGS/SPLIED o ABE/III and sub-- ‘
Bequently ther were pronotea tiere in sii.ieq grace after

~ Aouda tout held in 126U, lae: wovever Cod wot Turn un to their

- pareat oifice 0 tuouzh ther iad tusip substantive Luw

in 3.8.zrade in e, 1/ BROD, el LlnLLo., Was not enlled
fer In tue Prade tost neld in Llyov by asu/s5,2, alon_with
gvuer g3ull Irade “ested. LOWuvuL a vrade tiui for ahgllasi
Skilled vas held in 1964 ang Jn, .. - <raikudu zupeared in the
Lo-ey tue resuli Oof waieh was Godlared vide uu.ZQBE/l\L?) 1
‘{.HU,6.66.showing also nuwmes or Luoce wao anpeared in I.ﬂ.h

L 190U under A 3/upl. Tois vedWouasS supleant e, T,7T,

il
Un tue basis or tais irode vesy fur sw.gcilled neld in
1960, du.san Prakesn was ausignated -¢ tindal/Sarang ur, L10-130A5
r36v~4UOﬂS in 3r.ﬁ/34up,L£O on 12,5.67 Wulie working in mscnine
5007 (Bred/inop, wui). fe ig st1ill woriin: 4s Yendal/Sarang
Gr.llUw180A5/26U~4bde 1L SreWOrdshop, wi. «iereas 2is juniors
. Ahpuilasi 3, g9t promotions in ried on tie oagls or Trade Test
. for Kn.uki;ied usold in 195U and rurt...p prowvtions to Xikekdxax
’ xkaxxmxkHKEXAandﬁAXasxxﬁxxdr.uiutry Griug, as detailed under,
o DUCLP Yinga, Frozeted -g “lstey Luy leut service. —
< Kliusuig ¥ingh, Promoted ag S“lutr. on L.3.680a8 sl on vwnose
38813 19/61
Js Bachan Jingh, Pf?muteu 88 alsory on 12,12,72 : ‘ '

4. lnleep singl, b in 1977
5. fequir Chand e i o 0976
6. Chur Ulngh diad -
To w01 anm 2ronotad ng SLCWTY bu 33TE,

‘ Snri 48T Pragosh heg 8tatoed in o reprosentation
tuat he mway be 5ivon due deniority mnc Tixation oi pay
even 1T s is transterrec in field oa prosotion, -

T
[E

8y
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7hs 44dl.Ohilef Engineer/Bridges,
Northern Roilvay-sacroda House,
32w Delhi,

(Through Propexr Channel)\
3% ‘
Subs~isaignatn$ ot vrong seniority.
e . . YT A
¥ith due respect I beg %0 state that zy case of .
seniority is still hangirg in £ire and has not buau deals
with in 1its right prospective. "n this connoction ,l WRX ‘
may like %o bring the folloving facta 80 ‘hat the genuine
denand of ¢he ungersigmd, 7he decisians caonveyed to ne
vide 3kN/Br.selLL8 letter Ho' 87528/ 2(Bre)8%.,27.6.77
and 9/9/7T7 vere appealed againat me and uo Lurther decision
has bocn intimated to me, which ie hanging for the last
22 years, may be moted suitably. - .

Ay

{ 1. Thut the staff nentioned below were appointed in-

o~ 195% alongwith me in the fieid workshop wder BLI/W-HDLS ,

» Bh,Buccha 8iigh « noyw promoted as Migtrye. _ s

2. Bh.Khushia Bingh- Since promoted as Bl in 1976 ;

%. Yhe.Bacoban 8inghe Since promoted as Mistry. : ;
,4. Bh.Daleep Bingh -« 8 Ow

. ' 5. SheFaquir Chang - =l O ' . ' :

' 6. Bh.Cour Singh = 8ince diwed. ) o

7. 5h,Moti Ram - 8ince promoted as Mistry. . : ;

-~y The sbove workhhop wag laterom shifted to LXO as -f

. f£ield workshop at Lucknow. The etalf who were in 53 category

. sgainst whom I have claimed my seniority were lateron aemt |

Yo BuY/usl/Dhaneta in 1959 for execution of special worke

At Dhanenta, tney wece tented zor shilled grade in 1960 - “4

« ' and were abserbed as such but 1 was 20% mlled for the trade
: test beingz senior to them, : '

w 2. That as a rosult of my representation I was called
' to appear in the trade test for the post of Skillsd in mly
1966 which was treated as supplementary test and combined
. repult vas declared by the them SiN/Br.NDLS vide letter
po0.2%~E/§(Br.) dt.20/12.6.1966, but I was not assigned the
seniority of Uarang which was due to mo.

- — e e S

¢ . A Thut ane of above trade test 1 was designated as
. Sarung in the vridge Workshop,Lucmow oa 12.5.1967.
4. That I am s8t1l) working as Sarang in the bridge

Workshop,Lucknow whereas my juniors as indicated above have
been promoted over and above to me on the basis of trade
test conducted in' 1560 in which I was ignored. iad I boen
. oalled for the trade test in 1960 on the basis of combined

- seniority whioh was existing as is very clear from the item
2 above , I wWould also have got promoticm and would have
besn sunior te them but for due to the administrative fault
%'have bean deprivad of my legtimate right.. '

’ It i, therrofo, requested that I may kindly be
given my correot senloriby position theredly fixing my pay.
to take effect from 1960 the date from which my Juniors

j were given promotions. . , :

Yours faithfully,. |,
| D Rewa Pl .43{41__

ps.871a/1982 " ( Ban Prakash ) Sarang -

T JNo.601 e

Bridge Workshop,Luoknow \

Q o~ Mfeg‘é;f’ . F&,,}
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"-;;‘xp.zsa/auamg(;gogd);fp@ﬁod;zj.é;Qse

sarm@ Hg or I, e | ( | . 1
- Briége‘%rkahop_', Ko, oo Do

" Office fer decisien inte the matter ang g4 has been -,
 98se Tlle en thia subject 1g net #vailable in that
. office., Accerdingly Hora. effice han pgkeq for supplying

With your case aveilable with you, if any, te thig effice; -
- 80 that full Sorreependence may be suppiied te qua,aft;‘ipj :
~ Zer further éigpessl there,. . e ey

- {;Z, . o
ANNEXURE NO oo o . : /l(,]\,)/

PR . 4
AR (RN T
S W

N dlewe Weor e

3.1

) ey 99T Gend 99-Lavge

L | : v“:.Offﬁ.cé of m»a E
- Dy.aﬂlﬁer/GEleQ

s

Shri‘Rgm?raﬁagh. AR

Subz- seniérity Poaitien in s’gi@i@ graﬁa
R 'Ref:f- Yeur applicationj 4%@';,@‘;29;3-.35; o

LR
e .

Yeur lagt ‘--a@pliéation vag r'.ei’artea :tjo qum.
adviged t¢ SEN/Br.Line~1J, DLY. that the cennected

RS SIS A TN

5
@

1. upply cepies of the correspondence in Comnectien .

3

¢ v -
s L

- @%ﬁﬁrﬁyﬁmgmcff.gﬁ
O RewRagr |
o Attested T =2 Copy

(i

L. P. SHUKLA
Advocate
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The Dy.Chies Jgineer(dridyes), | B
N.Rly.. Chﬂrhm' ' S o,
oW, oL _ o o
| ‘ o S
IEEQB&H.RIQE&Enﬁhﬂﬂnalg o S C
Subi~ Bonefiy of notional fixesion of Py in . |
44 v ! . .
. Ref‘t-_ gﬁggg_d aég;g; gg,gzgg. | . _

_  Nith refer.nce to your office letter ﬂo'lsa~l/2~4(Logac‘
deted:2%,9,198 » MO8Y humbly ap respeotfully I b& to make the
following huap ¢ submissiony for your kind considers tion ene

( passing appropriate orders as deewaqd Just and Properse ’
1. ‘That I am seniop to 1tem No.g to 17 vide 1{at No,
N 293-8/1(5r, ) . Dated120,6, 1966,
. B, Thot I was not Promoted at the Sppropriate tipg dus
N . to Raninigtrative error, : - y
~ 3¢ | Thet the ruly details of wg claim Are cortained in By |
S application datedta.12.198‘(Cop! enclosed), | |
. : ’ i
Y by Thet & Photogtat CopYy of Associated Acoounts observetieng
- dated; 11.10,1979 also aunexed herewith fop your
kind appreciation, ' -, _
- 5o | That a perusay of the case would show thet I would haye .
« been oonsidered for promotion &t the 2ppropriate time, o
N : had I been assigned my righttul seniority | co L
. &, . | '
I woula taesefore pPray that necegs orders ger
fixation of y udder tunda‘antui Pule 27 (202§¥;ﬂ11 na{ kindly we A
issued antitf?ng B9 10 lurther beresits such &8 seniority in , :
grades to which ¥ have loat By seniority, :
“ : , Thanking you in anticipation of the requisite sanotion,
' : .'s. * [ ,
_ o -
) . ‘ E)/ I-?{ . Yours uztrmuy. .
j,c/m‘[ | | | Rowu Ty,
' ., {Ran Prakesh)
/ . ' Barang GR,1° .
( Du Wder 53/browiilPly, WCBeLKD,

| ' ﬁytﬁm«) \ .
’('tf&fk:g’?gsfr/' Line 4. Qo Bryr el s fgrirac /vgu”./i\-e’tzg |

o I XEN B )id fefoh ai RiCh Ay,
S e 2 /.”»-/4'/}/,75‘ Eri.lle

T €_
g Sitanf, Yy -
QM% |% ﬁ.i_{f\.uf;.“ /' Ny

c - ’:-p"/
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IATIAL NORTHTRN RAILWAY

b
He.258-8/3-4(3r.),

ooy (v antn 99 agt
B 12 el 94 Vorga

Offioe of the

9y .Chlef Kaginear(Br.w/ihey) .
N ORly. »Chis f'ba&h"LuCkﬂﬂuﬂ P) ?

, Catedsm ~~>r> /1/1986,

The Dy.Chief Ergineor(Bridges) /v,
N.Rly.,Bareda HBouse, New Delii,

Sub:~80nier1ty of,

Skri Runm Prakagh ,Serang Bridge

Woerkohep-Lu knew,

Ref:~SEN/Br,/Lin ~II/NDLY'g letter Ne.752~8/1(Br.)

'////", d§3'19/6/35.

“ee

Cepliez of tas Ce~regpoendence as per ligt enclesed
in cemmectisr with the abeve case are gest herewith fer
your further digpenal pleusa, .

In this cennectiin the fellewing rwwuckas are offored

and it is requosted that dsciclon inte ¢
be expsdited ag tke gane iz pending ginc

yoars.

h? case may pleage
¢ the lapt ge many

1) That ix kig eppeul eof Sh.Ram Parkagh ,Serang hag
claimed fixatien sf wzy equivalent te persens wke
were prenested ag Sering vefere kim but wie were

Junier iw geanlority ts kim im Svmi~-Skilled @r:

210-2%0 Ra.

‘3imce tke trade test of Seraaxg;held iu the year 1965}

88 yer tae regult

declared uxder SEN/Br./NILS'e letter

Ne.293-E/1(2r.) ££:20/6/66, hag waex treated ag a
aupplemeniary t¥s¥ te tae tdgt im this categery
aiready held im tka yoar 1960, there gheuld we ne

digpute regardir,
sver and abeve the

in gsemi gkilled Rizzer Gruds amd wers preceted

Lhe genierity ef ton epplicant
Pergens wie¢ weres juzier te ninm

prier te kin as Serang.

2) The claiw of the applicant fer fixatiex ef kie pay
: in 8killed grade sag Serarg equivallent te hig Juniers

therefore appears
accerdingly.

3 Sines all tihe pers
wder differext o
max MmUYy be Jeelked
csaveyed ts this »

Lo be gemuine und may ve 1oakoi inte

oR8 cencermed ire werkimg ix Field
b~divigiensg the Tecsrd of theue
Inte’a® waur omd &l Tinal Gecigion
ffice early,

- In the end 1t 19 agaln requegted that final decisien
inte the ngtter may wleiise be takesm ag the cage ig wyenmding

sare and the employse ig rerrcscntin(' :

since the lagt ee many

againr and again fer fix.
va/ | bAf
+ Sew (dag

View of ix kig pay,

Qe E

Dy.Chief, Eagineer(Br.wW/srep),

N.Rly.,CkgrhaghnLucknow.

T €

£ a2 roer
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Advocate




- ~ A g . '
. T M . A . " .o
= . " T Co " wm ar - e
- . . ) ST
R . .t -
. R . - ) - i
S o < T AL A wE, v i g
S -9 . - % L L e, '
LW . 3 ) . . ¥ - b e et ’
" N . . R . . .t . - B - N e
A T - - 0t
. ) . L
hg@;‘: .

i R R bt S L
[_

ANNEXURE NO/Q y

g P ’ .
~ :-:\?"‘"{‘“F‘ gy - .
R Epumunn S

. (. v . - : ‘ . I ' P

’Ms 182 zuz") .' -
smg% o YU.&.L).%)

. %, gww»\ RWVM

#—c.
&swmﬁj.{)%,u’{w . 'j

» (
el

g oo Uy (] ”}
- ! N Refhv @@ Mfﬂ» '
- @aa%‘C&me‘“&' Aol
‘) Q}Lm»\smﬁw ﬁh ;
. . "-Qt-wfm ‘9_‘{‘@(&_,&%@&{& IR

Co “ewf’uJ‘” of B wfitdp Lo, S it - |

-
-

& ‘ —tk&t L\N\"\,\) 4ww cﬁr::ﬂ Vi f‘,_; |

Lt P- Sl';"\': }\1 [l
Advocate



ANNEXURE NO e =

L

To

The 8v.Civi) Engizheer‘(}smdgj@a)/Lim**II,;

Northern Railw&y;ﬂeadquart@m Olfica,
- Baroda Houge~ Ney Belhd ., , L
. Wbss-smurmy of ﬁmam.mmmm dorang Mg @?#Ii'

* o

, Meft=Your §ou752-a/1(y) ati29/4/u7,
R/Siv, - o

: : In Cornection with your above reply received wndep
SKY/Br./egng o latter NOoG41-2/ 14 ats4/5/e7, 1 have to
represent that geniority of “orangs in Fiatg 88 woll ng

in Bridge 0r13hop/CB~Lucimoy wnd gombined in the yaar- 1975
through which my c¢laim partaine on thig basle, the rosglt
of trade tegt hag beop declared gm %owbined_baaiag a eopy ef
which hag already boun st 4o your gondsalf, _ :

It :ia‘f:herefor@ requsstad that the above deoiaien
nay kindly be reviowed in the light of orderg avallable
at that time and 7 may be given ixation of pay aecording

- to my seniority position.
~ Thenking you, R :
' S Yours faithfully,

-

. 4") _ - o, v
¥ c . ' p‘\C/.‘. s’ g : '«‘J/:/-L‘ié ,..'Z 1{ _
. o R |

Pateds~ J/ 571987 o ; : . { Ran Fa.?kzw&* _
B ‘ ' . { , derang Grsl S
" S - , o ¢/eo éEﬂ/ﬁrgw/ﬁhagﬂbxﬁg

T E_
hitesics/l e Copy
| 7' il

L. P. SIIUKLA
Advocate
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el

Zha ny.Chief Emgidéer(awk.-
NeRly.,Bridge W/ Shop,
Charbaghnzucknowc '

\(Through Ercper.ﬁhauﬁﬁl) .

Subie Losg of Seniurity ang B3y en aoccount of
: administrutive erroY, o
' = C G
Ref:~Tour letter No.941~3/4~C gt: 4-5.g7 |
e 400 O on ) e ' _

s N2IPRCEUILY T beg to made the folloviag hubble
submissiong against the decision conveyed under youy R
letter referrod to above - | S LT

fon - That:my claim is baged on the'cembiné&aeniofity

. existing at the time f.e. 1960 the first trade test was

conductied ang 1 vas ignareﬁ to appear gt the  game,

2=  That op By representation I was allowed to appeay in
the segong eontinuation teat in tho year 1966, wen I wap

4‘va1ready sntitled Lor the same in 1960. -

*f'“  

DG T Upgt I am not Prepared to for 80 mj'claim on flimgy-

- 2709 to rootify the administrat on lapse,

B As per nozﬁél'rulea, Benior persons aVailabie‘@an.nek
be dgnorag eVven if sone change of g#tation ie involved,

4«  That I paq never .been déclérea féiled'ar ubsuitable

W hold the rost on promotion prior t 1966, gnatched avay hr.
the Juniors, ' ’ .

9= That my previous applications oy 4ye subject and. the

- Tecomnendationg mgde by Ry.CB(W)/CB vide his Jetter No,

R58~B/3~4/br dts #0/1/86 deserve reconsiderati on by tha
Sompotent authority, = N ;

£rounds vhatgoever for nonaveoilebility o combined seniorl ty
Ligt Prevailing in the year 1960 or Non-application of P.g

| Keeping in View of the above T woulg reguest youw
honour %o allow me to be Promoted on proforma basis wef i
1960 ang actual orregrs from the dato-of.physical_promoti@m.

&

- For the above I ghall “Ver rom~in graﬁaf&l\tc ypﬁ. |
| ' | ¥ourarfaithfully,

e Wecidenios gh
atedsm ’/5 /1987 ( RAM Praxasy

| : | Serang HS $ril, T.No.601. -
under 53(W)/LE0 -

'Q/m 1. SAO(W)/CB-1i0 Tor ihformation and n.potion Ple

2, SEN/Br./Lmlm/ﬁ.Rly:;HQ Orfica,ﬁaroda House,&aw'nalﬁxﬂ~
for Informatjon and Necessary, action Pleasea, : .
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w0 .+ NORTHERN RAILWAY -

1 ) ek R .
R
3

. Office of the -
Dy .CoE.(br.W/Shop),
C N.Rly.,CBGLuckn@We

. . Daté&i&_ 1611988

4
vi-v«

et e e
N T T I s N

i N0.258-E/2-4(Br.)
{0 Shop Supdt. (W),
- Y R Ye 'LucanWQ
S : hri Rem Prakash, b S
S . Serang;‘Er.w/hngpuLuakﬁaw. o ot R A &

,'.

Lt subseSeniority of Shri Rem Prakesh,3ereng,Br.¥/shop, - ..
R - Lucknow, S o LT

\
{

Ref:~Your reéééeemt&fien'dat&ﬁ.30/6/87¢in réepanséf%é "
decision- of SEN/Br./L~-I/NDLS vide No.752-E/1(Br)

i it

dt:29/4/87 conveyed under this office letter
No.941-E/b~4 dtib/5/87. - S

.8 n e e

| I appeal has been considered and i1t is informed |
oYLt a8 unders. , R T S

s 1) . No fresh light has been threwn the subject matter '~ J
S ,?}”~ . - and the points.reised new have already been considered s/ .
P T .- . by Hd.Qrs.0ffice, while cenveying declsionsdn your 7/
_})M S ¢ .+  case under SEN/Be\/Line/NDLS's letter No¢752~E/2(Br) A
T dts .27/6/87 & 9/9/77 and again en 29/4/87, . N

R

~® . 2}, . 8ince you have already claimed over-time and received Bt A
.« < - the seme from 1955 te 1966 en the basis that.. N
Vo you were a - workshop employee and senlority of workshep -*
. .fﬁw; -~ . . and field is sepatate, your claim for seniority vise=p- -
-vis field staff is therefore u&ﬁﬁg sensidered - = -
Justified, - L e : L

s U . senior Engfneer(Br.W/sShop), . . |
| ”fﬁl,'fv;;*vf '3'3 1w“- .o : N:g}xwiﬁﬁarbagh—Luqkngw,'].jj,J',*'?A
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In the Central A&ninstraﬁjve Iribunal Alishabad

Yot
K

Clrcult Bench Luccuow. 3

A Ral

0.4, No. 3 of 1989

Rawm Prakash Sarang Applicant
Versus

Union of Inudia aud another Respondents, '

In the above notes case it is submitted as under:-
1. That the above case has bsen fixed for final
N 4 .

hearing today in defaul:t of having not filed the

written revly to the app;ication made by the applicanﬁy:
e
2. That the parawiase comuents had been recei?i?&t ‘
by the counsel for the resvoudent s but they were u
drafted for sending the same to the adminstration for i

signature and onwerd filing before this Tribunal,

5; That while goineg through other files relating
to the cases vending before the Tribunasl, the parawaisé |
coumientts were located and the reply is being drafted out.
for sending the same to the'a&ninstratﬁuma for signgture

and then submitting the same in the above case,

4, That the written reply could not be drafted due o

LY

kuxdveienre the paragwaise comments having been wisplaced

[VEY XSS
and the aaﬁgﬁ}les to the counsel avvearing in the case.

The sawe is liable to be condened,

S. That some time would be needed for filing the

replv in the case,




s4
o

6. Thzt on the facts and circuustances stased above,

the order fixing the case for hearing today way kindy
be recalled.

Wherefore it is most respectfully prayed that

the order fixing the case for hearing today way kindly

be recalled and the respondents be #llowed 4 weeks tiue
to file their reply.

Lucknow

dated 24,10.'89
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In the Central Adminstrative Tribunzsl Allahabad

~Clrcuit Benéh ka-ucknow.

Hiee E9p0. - Boifso

e ———

0.A, 3/89

Ram Prakash Applicant
Versus
‘ Union of Ind a Respondent
i It is subuitted as under:- ' :7:7 25 So

That I appear for the respondents in the above noted ce38

fixed for 2.5.'90.

e ————

2. That due to sowe personal work I am going out of
Luckuow, As such it would not be possible to &tﬁend'
the Tribunal and conduct the ecase, Py

Wherefore it is wost respectfully prayed that the

date fizxed in the case way kindly be adjourndd to some
other date.

| Lucknow
[ .

dated: 2, 5.1990 Couus el /Tor Respondents,



L]

U I the Central Adminstratiw T:t‘imnal allahahad

. ‘ o ' @ir@uit Bench m uc‘}mawa '
| - G MQWW %or,‘)o | | -
R Pra)ﬁaah R ‘, R A@mxme '

16 18 submitted of underse

N

& t " . That I apmw £as¢ ‘eha rewemdmw in the
> \
| - fixed for 2,,9{.*90. .

2:. Thaft* &w “éaa | ﬁ-a‘mé' miﬁéhﬁi wom I o gamg out ef -
' Lnaknow. 48 mma it mum mt ve. possibls ta attana A
b the Tribma:k ana eemduet the aaw. T

~

vmerafara W iﬁ mom reaﬁaeﬂu‘ﬁi{:}’ wayaa thm t.he
o ‘date ﬂma an the aaae may kﬁnély be aﬁ,jﬁutn@d to 8006 .
— ! .
4 b Mlmr date.

<y

Ludknow

datedi 25,3990  Couusy




e o cmtrm ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
| G CIRCUIT BEhI:B LUCKNOW |
‘ © 0.A. NO.3 of 1989 @)
‘ Unian O£ India & OI’S P ‘o._:.‘..‘o. ' o | ReSpondents. ’
| ';8-19-129 o | |
Hon 'ble Mro .K. Agrawalo Jono '
b Hon ‘ble Mr. K. Ob K 'AJ& .
\ ~ Shri L.P.Shukla counsel for the applicant is present,

None is present for the msloondent’s.' Shri Arjun Bhargevé had
~ sought two weeks time to file counter affidavit ‘on 20-9-1989,
but the’ counter affidavit has not been filed as yet. It is’
presuned that the railway a&ninistratien is not interested to
contest the caze, The*refore. liSt this caSe for argunents by
: the counSel for the applicant on 4‘19-1989 before a Single Judge
}mchf ReSpondents will have no right to file ceunter affidavit.
‘I‘hey may however, if so 1ike place the docxments beiore the

Single Judge Bench on the date f:lxed. herein ‘before to facilitate
- the decision of the case, N

Latemn when the order was already dictated Shri Arjun
| \ Vo Bhargava appeared before us and made a zequeSt and was asked -

to make an applicztion with reason, so that it may be considered
god

if at all it Gasws be necessazy to modify the order.

- saf=
‘ g.CO
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NOWTHEAN. _ RAILWAY =4 B

@ ICE_OF THE DY: C.B.(Br.W), CHARBAGH, LUCKNOW.

No. 258-E/2-4(Br.)167 1 Dated 24.5.1989.

4 The Dy. Director, v ]
Central Administrgtive Iribunal,
Lucknow Bench, Gandhi Bhawan,
LUCKNOW. ‘

Cage No. CAm/cB/LK /1059 dt: 28.3.89
Registration No. 389 in CAT Circuit
Bench, LKO, Applicant Shri Ram Prakash,
Serang Grade I, Bridge W/Shop, Lucknow,

se e 3 5~

Your kind attention is invited towards
thls office letters of even numher of
1.4.89 & 2.5.89 and it is requested to
’ please allow the requisite time relaxation
upto 30.6.89 to gupmit counter affidavit

( in the ahove gaid case. k
| < w\x\r

¢ _ . Senior Engideer(Br.w),
= Rly., Bridge WyShop,
%? Lucknow.v

Copy to G.M.(P), Law Branch, N.Rly., New Delhi
for information and arrange to nominate an
Advocate of Lucknow without further delay

to submit counter reply and plead the cage

on behalf of this office, This may pleage

he treated as Most Urgent.

¢ v e

-, *DIXIT*



(@

office of the Dy. C.E.(Br.u),
N.Rly., Char~agh, LUCKDQW.

C
- A
NOATHSRN  RAILWAY d

Lo

;No. 258—E/2~4(Br.)§ﬁ§ Dated 2.5.1989.

The General Magad

H
W.Rly., BHd. Qrs. office,
Baroda House, New Delhi.

Suw:- Case Ho. CAT/CB/LKO/1059 dt: 28.3.89. Regigtration
No. 3/89 in CAT Circuit wench, Lucknow.
Applicant Shri Ram Prakash, Serang Gr: I, Dridge
Workshop, Lucknow. .

Reference is invited towards this office letter
of even numver of 1.4.89 and it is requested to please

arrange to nominate an Advocate of Lucknow to plsad
the ahovenoted case on behalf of this office and to

Sr. Enginséf/%%;iyﬂ ’

: N.Rly., Bridge. W/Shep,
s - Laacknow.

v /

Copy to Dy. DireGtor, Central Administrative Tribunal,
Lucknow bench, Gandhi Bhawan, Lucknow for
information please. Kindly refer this office .
previous letter of 1.4.89 and allow the requested ™
time ralaxation to .get the needful done.

gubmit counter reply in due course.

LA

*DIXIT*




: o - ~ Registered 2
- @ o o s e
~ "IN THE_CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIJJNAL AT ALLAHADAD - | S0
. CIRCUIT DENCH, GANDHI ny N f
[ S LUCKNOW U
No ChT/CB’LKOé \C’ " Dated 2 _
28.3.1889.
Registration No. of 193 .
3. e
. _hApplicant
Ram Prakash yorsys . |
"%""" ) o . Respondent's’
v Union of India and Others o ’
‘ - To
"l Union of India th;:ough the General Mtg&r. m:t?ham Railway.
ﬁam&o*ﬁvmﬁie’r#ﬁh#’m : .
.Bemoz: Eminvex,mm‘bﬁ%mcm Railway, chamngh, o
cmow. :
| Please take notlce that the - : | | 7
. e Appllcant above - /1
ncmed has presented an appllcatlon a copy whereof is enclosed .. \_4
herew1th which has been registered in this Tribunal and the . \
‘54‘-_\ Tribunal has flxed_ ' da y of 1938 for . I
- BN i —.9 GCounter -
v Y & e —_— //

" _g;.p\@iﬁ”é‘?ﬁ?}aemm the ﬁeputy/ﬂegiﬁﬁmﬁ on that daf#:x\
A"\-\ .

s appe?z_gé‘ e 15 made on your behalfzp’ your

pleadé} o M e du\}y authorised to Act and plead on
your in t 4‘ 1cntlon, it wlll be heard and de01ded in
.’ ]i

' 'frb\‘\mﬁer my hand and the seal of the Tribural
fhis 91& 7L//) - day of MO\V@(/\ : lf@} ‘

For DEPUT; REGIS TRAR,

qﬁuﬂeputy chjt;! o

Adwinistrative Tnbuag;
- -'Lucknow Beach,
’ Bucknow




