
Open Court 

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
ALLAHARAD BENCH 

ALLAHAEND 

Original Application No. 1028 of 1992 

Allahabad this the 26th day of  April,  2002 

Hons ble Mr.C.S. Chadha, Member (A) 
Hon'ble Mr.A.K. Bhatnagar, Member (J)  

Shri Anil Sharma, S/o Shri Deva Dutt Sharma. 

Deputy Chief Mechancial Engineer(T) Diesel 

Locomotive works, Varanastlf. 
Applicant 

By Advocate Shri J.C. Bharadwaj 

Versus 

1. Union of India through Chairman-cum-Principal 
Secretary, Ministry of Railwasays, Govt.of India, 

New Delhi. 

2. Chairman, Railway Board, Ministry of Railways 

Rail Bhawan, New Delhi. 

3. Shri D.Kamilia, Joint Director(W), R.D.S.O.. 

Lucknow. 

4. Shri R.P. Yaday. Dy.Chief Mechan‘gal Engineer, 
c/o General Manager, Eastern Railway, Calctutta. 

5. T.P.V.S.S. Rao, Dy.Chief Mechancial Engineer, 
0/0 General Manager, Wheel & Axle Plant. 

Bangalore. 
Respondents 

By Advocate Shri 	Sinha 

ORDER ( Oral ) 

By Hon'bO.e Mr.C.S. Chadha, Member (A) 
The case of the applicant is that he was 

considered for Junior Administrative Grade in the 

Indian Railway Services of Mechanical EngineerS 
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