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Common O R D K R 

By M adan Mohan. Judicial Memher -

As the issue involved in ail tfie aforementioned cases is common 

and tlie facts and grounds raised are idenUcal, for the sake o f  convenience 

these Original Applications are being disposed o f by this Common order.

2. By filing these Original Applications the .applicants have claimed

the reliefs that the Annexiire A-1 in the all the OAs be quashed and set
. 1 ■’ 41- ■ •

aside and the respondents be directed to grant them appointment on a 

suitable'post after due consideration o f their cases with all consequential 

benejQts/i
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l|e iapplicants in all the four Original Applications are aggrieved
''li' ; : ‘ . . >
have not been given appoiutnient on the basis o f RB letter dated
Hi :■ '
jissued by the respondent Railway Department. The Railway
i|. ] I

Department acquired their land with the promise that at least oiie member
i.M: V
o^;the|(a^ly would be given appointment. The learned ^counsel for the

. ;  ̂• ". ! -i j ■
applicants stated that in an identical case in OA No. 801/1995 -  Shri 

vManoj^Kumar Dwivedi Vs. Union o f I n d ia O r s . ,  the Tribunal directed 

that i f  the respondents have granted appointment to any other person s 

w h ose  dess than 50% land has been acquired, then the applicants’ case 

may also.'be considered for appointment. The respondents themselves 

have graiited appointment to the similarly situated persons and they are 

duty bound to grant appointments to the applicants in the present OAs. 

Hence, these Original Applications are tiled.

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

Aimexure A-2 in all the OAs is merely an advertisement calling 

applications from the affected tamiiy whose land were acquired by the 

Railway for laying tracks, in public interest. The conditioii prescribed in 

the Railway Board’s letter dated 1.1.1983 stipulates the time limit o f  two
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years only, ■ for consideration. The Railways had paid adequate
I compensatioVi to the land holders. The applicants in O A N o. 870/1996 and

i‘ ' connected OA, filed M A N o. 1160/2001 before the Tribunal seeking relief

' tegardin^iiemployment in the Railway and for compliance o f the order

’ ' ’ i^ss6#iia;jthe,aforesaid OA No, 870/1996 and other connected OA. The

dismissed the MA. Hence, Iho npplionnls ore wot enlillod lor iho
lii I f , ^
Simed.

5. ihH^rd the learned counsel for the parties and carefully perused the 

pleadings and records.

nbwipft
r r n t
jliefe c

6. v̂’V'/e have given careful consideration to the rival contentions made

on behalf o f the parties and we find that the applicants had eailier filed 

O A s'nos. 87/2002, 497/2002 and 506/2002 which were decided by the 

Tribunal by a common order dated 30“ October, 2003. We further find 

that the 4̂ learned counsel for the respondents has stated that the present 

OAs are barred by limitation. This plea was also taken by the respondents 

in the earlier OAs mentioned above, which were filed by the applicants 

and while deciding the said OAs by the Tribunal, certain directions were 

issued to the respondents and the case was not rejected on the ground ot 

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

condoned and the argument advanced on behalf o f the respondents that 

v^the prSnt*applications are time barred and is not sustainable, is rejected. 

The ^Tribunal while disposing o f the said OAs passed the order that the 

case :of the applicants therein be considered in the light o f the decision in 

OA-801-1995 -  Manoj Kumar Dwivedi Vs. Union of India & Ors. 

f t  'LJ decided on 4J .1998. It was also directed that this consideration would be

o f the representations to be made by the applicants within two 

weeks from the date o f receipt o f the copy o f the order and thereafter the 

respondents to consider the same within a period o f two months from tlie 

date o f such representations. Further in the present ctses the undisputed 

tacts ate that as per the Railway Board’s notification dated 1,1.1983 the ^
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General Manager, North Central Railway is directed lo look into the 

matter personally.
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8.: I Iti view o f the aforesaid, all the Original Applications are disposed 

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

9 : : I!, The Registry is directed to supply the copy o f  memo o f parties to
■ 11 ■

thp concerned parties while issuing the certified copies o f tljis order.
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(Madan Mohan) 
Judicial Member
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