
IN THE CEr.."''IF.AL ADl'JNIS'lF.,.ATIVE TRIEUNAl 1 JAIPUFI BENCH, JAIFUR. 

O.A.Nc.349/99 .ce t e c f crcer : 0 3 • 0 4 • 2 0 0 0 

Lala Raro~ S/o Shd Raro Char:c:er, R/c Lccc Hasan Pllrcy Near 

Kabdstan- Jaipur, last employee Gt-cu~_:,-D (Caeual labour) 

in DRM Office Staticn Canteen, W.Rlyi Jaipur • 

• • • Applicant • 

Vs. 

1. Union cf India through the General Manager, KeEtern 

Ra i 1 way Q Churchgat e • fViuroba i • 

2. Divjsional RaD\o1ay .Manager. W.Rlyi Jajpur Divn~ Jcdpur. 

3. Senior Djvjsional Pet·sonnel Officera W.RlyQ Jajpur DivnQ 

Jc:dpur. 

Mr~J.K.Kaush:ik) -Counsel fer the applkant 

Mr.C.B.Sharroa) 

Mr.R.G.Gupta - Counsel for respondents. 

CORAM: 

Hcn'ble f'!;r.S.E.Agon-.ral • Ju6:idal Merober 

PER HON 1 ELE MR.S.K • .AGARWAL 1 JUDICIAL MEf'1BER. 

• •• Fespcnoent:=. 

In this Original Application uncer Sec.l9 cf tbe Acrrinjst­

raUve 'l'dbunals Act, 1985i the applkant rr.ckes a pre.yer tc cmash 

and set asice the irrpugned order datea 13.2.98 (Ann:-:.A1) jesueci by 

r~sponcent t-1c.2 rejecbng the repreeentaticn of the applicant enc! 

direct the respondents to treat the applicant as F~ilway ser~ant 

frcrr• 1.~.90 aoo to grant all benefHe to the RaH\oJBY servant • jn 

accorc1ance wHh the RaiJt.;ay Bcara•:s circular iesm:Cl trorr tin·€' to 

tj rr:e. 

2. 'lhe Western Fed h.ray v:iCle He crcer cat eo 1::.. 2. 98 

cone:icerec and 6jspoeeo of the representat:ion filec by the 

applicant :in pursuance of th:is 'l'dbunal •s order clatec l!J • .:J.97 

r_:>aeseo :in. o.A No.60/95 fj}eo by the appl:icant. 'Ihe sc:do 

t-epr.:sentation was ccnsioereo and rejecteo w:ith thE observations 

that the 2ppl:icant :is net entHJec1 to the benefHs cf the Rajh·Jay 

Bcaro•s letter dated 18.5.90 and the benefjts of M.M.R.Khan•s caee. 

3. Nc reply has f:i1ec1 on behalf of th~ respcncJents. 

-4. Beare the arguiPents of the learned ccunseJ ior the partks 

fer final cispostal at the stage of ac~:iss:ion and also perusec the 

\oihcl e reccrc. 

5. The representat:icn in pursuance cf the cn5et- pc:sseCJ .:;n 

15.4.97 in O.A Nc.60/95 \·lae rejected by the reeponcents on the 

grctm6 thot the PaH\-Jay Ecarc•s Jetter No.F(WEL)9CCN1-7( JI) oatea 

18.5.~t(l is r.c,t appl:icabJe in the case ci the applicor1t as h•? \·.'cE 

never appointed as Rcd1\,'oY Eervant 1 as per rules. 'The ether grounds 



'.,. 

...... 

for reject jon was that the appl kant v1as appointed as Wash Boy in 

the Conteen by the Management Committee dehors the t~les. ~he 

servkes of the applkant had already been terrrdnated in May 1995, 

a::: r:..er rules. NoUce was given tc the applicant anc ccrr;pensatkn 

\-leE c::lsc r:cdc tc him. It is aJsc stated in the inpugne-C. crce1· co.tea 

13.2.98 that the representaUon dated JO.J.SI<J wos net t·eceioro by 

the res~cndents. Therefore~ by a reasoned and speaking oroer oatec 

13.2.98 1 the n:·present.?~Ucn fHed by the appJkant in pursuance of 

the Tdbunc.J •s order dated 15.4.97 was rejectea. 

6. P. Divjsjcn Bench cf this Tribunal in O.A No.:?l.:J/95 ae·cicled 
... J n -- - · -· t .::~ h ~~at£~·~~ 'i · h 1 - th t th en .::. _. ';:!:-> aa1t1CiJ ca e\.. t e · .. ··~.~.-_ 1ssue ana :1 t vieS •E c a_ _ e - (···---

applicant has not been able tc establish a case fer bt:dng €'nt:itled 

enUtJed tc the benefit exten6ed to the workers E>ngagea in the non­

etatutcry reccgnj:::eo canteens specialJy when the benefits v~re tc 

accrue l-J.e.f. 1.4.90 and the applkant was net a11o\·Jed any benefit 

?E lcdd cown in .M.M.F.Khan•s case as the applicant was nc,t an 

errplcyee cf Pei h1ays en or after 1.4. 90 ana the said O.A vres 

cismissec. The case in hand of the applkant is ~quarely ccv.;-rec by 

tbe cedsicn given jn O.A No.314/95. 

7. Therefore. lookjng to the· factE and drcun>stances of the 

cesea I am cf the ccnsiderec opinion that the app1ic~mt has no case 

fer interference by thjs Tribunal. 'Ihe O.A iE dismissed with nc 

order as to costs. 

f~·M 
· (S.K.~ 

Member (J) • 

·t~-


