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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 

A LLAHAIP D BiiiCH 
ALLAHK~o 

.. 

Open cour~ 

original APplication No. 467 of 1997 -----
Allahatad this the 06th day of August. 2004 

Hon'Dle Mr.Jwstice s.a. Singh. v.c. 
Hon• e Mr 

Munish Chandra 

Shri sa•nt RAi 

·-... na. aged aboat 50 years, S/e 
312, Iaa&i Tola. Jbanai. 

APP!icant 
BY Advocate Shri R.K. Nigam 

Versus 

1. Union of India through General Manawer, Central 

Railway. Mwabai CST. 

, 2. Divisional Railway Manager. Central Rly •• Jhanai. 

3. Denial D'Souza., Office Superintendent. Grade II 

C/o sr.oivisional Electrical Engineer(TD) Central 

Railwy. Jhansi. 

4. Hari Prakash Sbarua. Offiae Superintendent Grade 

II cf• sr.Diviaional Electrical Engineer(TD)Central 
Rail~y. Jhanai. 

s. L· DG1•on. Office SUperintendent Grade II C/­

sr.Di viaienal Electrical E.:lgineer(General) Central 
Rail~y. Jhanai. 

Respondent• 

!X·Advooate Shri Praahant Mathur. 

o a o E a C oral ) -----H~n'~le Mr.JUstiae s.a. Sig;h. v.c. 
Tbe applicant mo is lfltt'kiDO · Pl"••ntl y 

o ·~.. praying "--
as Head Clerk llaar ·t.tl•d~ tBitLfor direction to the 

reapondenta to pro•te bim •• Office superinteDdent 

Grade-II in the pay aoale of 11.1600-2660(1\PS) Wlder 

••••• P1•2/ 
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ache• ~ 
theLeeepa •£ RAilway Board's letter dated 2;u)1.93 

circulated vide HORa letter dated 12.01.93 and 

D.R.M. Jbansi'a letter dated 04.02.1993 taereby 

givln; bi• the benefit ef reatructuring ache•• 

It ia DOt disputed that prior to Ratruaaturing 

of cadre. the i-oat of Office superintendent or.II 

•• a selection post and the applicant though required 

vide letter no.G/309/Vidyut/Repre/m-Pt.II dated 

07.02.1996 to appear in the selection bat he did 

not appear in the selection. However, contention 

of the applicant ia that after restruoturinQ of 

the cadre, promotion to the post of Office suplt. 

Grade II ia required to be rade on tbe basis of 

seniority subject to auJ.tAAllity. Tbia I»Sition 

ia not disputed by Sbri Prashant Mathur • counsel 

appearing for the respondents. The applicant. it 

appears, from the avexnwnts ,.de in the rejoinder. 

baa preferred representation claiming benefit of 

orders of restructuring of the t=-aadreC which is 

pending. Therefore. we are of the view that it 

would •et the ends of justJ,ce if the present o .A. 

is finally disposed of with direction to the competent 

authority to consider and dispose of the representatien 

filed by the applicant by a reaaoned and spaakiDIJ erder 

t.o be passed and co-unioated to tbe applicant within 

a peried of 4 months from the date of reaeipt. of a c:epy 

of this oLder alongvith cepy of representation. It 

would be o~M~n to the applicant to suppl.e .. nt h1a 

representation by ••ana of a freah repcesentation. 

'lhe e .A. is acaordingl y disposed of in the 

Net order a a to oo a ts. above terwaa. 
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Member (A) 


