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Neu Delhi: this the /[ -~  day of May,1999%
HON 'BLE MR, Se Re-ANIGE, VICE CHAIAMAN (A) .
HON 'BLE MRS, LAKSHTI SwaMmIN ATHaN, MEMBER(I).

Kewal Krishna Wijh,
%o Late shri Tirath Dass Wjh,

Retde Sre Fuel Insgpector,
N.FeRailway,
Alipurduar Jno ...o..l‘)plicanto

R/o A=71, Hil Housing Group.Society,
Plot No.17, Sector 13,

thini,
New Delhi -085. EEEE Mplicanto

(By ndwcates Shri G,D.Bhandari )
Versus

1. tnion of India through
the General Manager,
N ° F. Rail Uay,
Maligaon,
Guhawati =11,

2, The Divisional Railway Manager,

N .’F.- Rail Uay’
Alipurduar,In,,

3 The NDivisional Railway Manager,
NF Rail yay,
Katihar," es v e RBSpDﬂdm tse

(By adwcate: Shri R.P.Agarwal),
0 RDER

BY HON 'BLE MR, Se ReADIGE, VICE CHAIRM AN (a),

fpplicant impugns respondents' order dated
20.8.91 (mnexure=a22) and dated 22.11.91 (mnexure=p24)
and seeks retiral benefits by treating him on his
substantive post as a Driver 'p' Ppecial, and after
so treating him)f‘ix his seniority and pay vis,z, uvis
his juniors in the cadre of Drivers , and recalculate
his pay and retiral bsnefits along with back wages

and o ther consequential benefits,

AML'
2. It is adnitted)applicant yas ®ppointed as a

i

1
.



-2-

Driver 'C' in July,1962. According to his own
submission in para 4.5 of his 04 he was p romoted
as a Junior Fuel Inspector in 1973 on adhoc bssis,
and applicant himsel f adnits in his rejoinder, the
contents of para 4.7 of respondents! reply that he
was subsequently regularised as a Junior Fuel

Inpector vide order dated 17.11,82,

. A Having been regularised as Jr. Fuel Insgpector
his further career prospects were in that line, ang
the question of treating him on his substan tiwe post
as a Driver Grade 'A' Pecial and Pix.[;jhis seniority

with consequential benefits in the line of Drivers does

not therefore arisgg

4s Ouring hearing applicant's counsel Shri Bhangari|
questioned respongents' 2action in regularising |
applicant as JFI ags n;tli?;r accordance with rules, but
that objection should have been raised in 1982

itsel f when applicant was requl ariced as .‘JFI)and

in any case does not advance applicant's claim in the
present Oa. shri Bhandari also complained that
respondents had failed to respond to applicant's

several representationss That grisvance shoul d also

have been raised at that time, and it was open to
applicant to have moved the appropriate legal forum theﬂ,F
shri Bhandari also con ten ded that applicant had not
recei ved his duegs in regard to the line of Fuel
Inpector, but such an assertion @ es not advan ca :

. enlivhil
applicant's claim for being treated oz\hiQ/\sunstantive

post as a Driver 'A' gpacial ﬁ}ﬁ\‘*cmj"(t/m"*dm ﬁ\(”“#ﬂﬁv.&

[1he 2
5. In the result ths 0p fails ang is di gnissed.
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