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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE T RIBUNAL, JABALPUR BENCH,

JABALPUR

Qriginal Application No. 420 of 2004
Original Application No. 432 of 2004
Original Application No. 588 of 2004

thisthe 2.8k day of ﬂwﬁp 2005

Hon’ble Shri M. P. Singh, Vice Chairman
Hon’ble Shri Madan Mohan, Judicial Member

1. Original Application No. 420 of 2004 :
Rajeev Kumar Sharma & Anr. ... Applicants

2. . Original Application No. 431 of 2004 :

Santosh Kumar Sharma & Ors. | .... Applicants

3. Original Application No. 432 of 2004 :

Rajesh Kumar Satyarthi .... Applicant

4. Original Application No. 588 of 2004 :
¢

i

Ghambheer Lal .... Applicant

i34

(By,Advocate ~ Shri Neelesh Tomar on behalf of Shri Anil Sharma in
o OA No. 420/2004 and Shii B.N. Tyagi on behalf of Shri

g .
. M.P.S, Raghuwanshi in all other OAs)

& 2 Versus

Union of India & Ors. .... Respondents in
e ' all the OAs

S

(By Advocate — Shri V.K. Bhardwaj in all the OAs)
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f(_?ommon ORDER

By Madan Mohan, Judicial Member —

As the 1ssue involved in all the aforementioned cases is common

and the facts and grounds raised are identical, for the sake of convenience

these Orlgmal Appllcatlons are being dlsposed of by this Common order.

2, By ﬁhng these Original Applications the applicants have claimed
the rellefs that the Annexure A-1 in the all the OAs be quashed and set
asrde and the respondents be directed to grant them appomtment on a

su1table post after due consideration of their cases with all consequennal

F
appllcants in all the four Orxgmal Applications are aggneved

at. l ',;,_yl‘ﬁve not been given appomtment on the basis of RB letter dated
PR

‘gtssued by the respondent Railway Department The Railway

" Departnlent acquired their land with the promise that at least one member

'ofl the’ ltamlly would be given appointment. The learned counsel for the

apphcants stated that in an identical case in OA No. 801/1995 — Shri
Mano_;CKumar Dwivedi Vs. Umon of India.& Ors., the Tnbunal directed

| that 1f the respondents have granted appomtment to any other persons

whose less than 50% land has been acquired, then the applicants’ case

- may also be considered for appointment. The respondents themselves

have granted appomtment to the similarly 51tuated persons and they are
duty bound to-grant appointments to the applicants in the present OAs.
- Hence, these Original Applications are filed.

4, In reply, the learned counsel for the respondents submitted that

Annexure ‘A-2 in all the OAs is merely an advertisement calling
applications from the affected family whose land were acquired by the
Railway for laying tracks, in public interest. The condition prescribed in

the Railway Board’s letter dated 1.1.1983 stipulates the time limit of two
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yearsl only, .for consideration. The Railways had paid adequate
compensatnon to the land holders. The applicants in OA No. 870/1996 and
comlected OA, filed MA No. 1160/2001 before the Tnbunal seeking relief
regardmgliemployment in the Railway and for compllance of the order

: 5‘11{] ;the aforesaid OA No. 870/1996 and- other connected OA. The
‘ : ;l rtbx}% a}i‘c};smlssod the MA, Hencc, the npplncams are not cnmlc.d tor 1lm
|“5 apppee A v
; .cla*med

1 ll'.! t

o~

: 5 & Heard the learned counsel for the parties and carefully perused the

; pleadmgs and records.

6. We have given careful conSxderatlon to the rival contentions made
on behalf of the parties and we find that the applicants had earlier filed
OAs Nos 87/2002 497/2002 and 506/2002 wlhiich were decided by the

B ‘Tnbunal by a common order dated 30" Qctober, 2003. We further find

o ;,x .

that the learned counse! for the respondents has stated that the present

OAs are barred by limitation. This plea was also taken by the respondents
. in the earher OAs mentioned above, which were filed by the applicants
.and whlle deciding the said OAs by the Tribunal, certam directions were

- 1ssued to the respondents and the case was not rejected on the ground of

"Vfbarred by limitation. Hence, the delay in filing the present applications is

Y :’ .'condoned and the argument advanced on behalf of the respondents that
o the present apphcatlons are time barred and is not sustainable, is rejected.

'The: Tnbunal while disposing of the said OAs passed the order that the

case of the applicants therein be considered in the light of the decision in
| OA-801 1995 ~ Manoj Kumar Dwivedi Vs. Union of India & Ors.
e decnged cn :} %1998, It was also-directed that this consideration would be
“on the basns of the representations to be made by the applicants within two
weeks ﬁom the date of receipt of the copy of the order and thereafter the
respondents to conslder the same within a period of two months from the

date of such representations. Further in the present cases the undisputed

tacts e that as per the Rallway Board’s notnhcatzon dated 1.1.1983 the
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General Manager, North Central Railway is directed to look into the

matter personally.

8 In view of the atoresaid, all the Original Apphcatlons are disposed

of m the above terms. There shall be no order as to costs.

T '

l {l l'lhe Reglstry 1S dlrccted to supply the copy of memo of pames to

ot N4
s

(Madan Mohan) (}\/I.P. Singh)

Judicial Member : Vice Chairman
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