
IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIUNAL 
AHMEDABAD BENCH 

O.A. No. 356/92 
çAxX 

DATE OF DECISION 16.2,1993 

1/ 

Subhanali 3/0 Aiim Moharnad 
	

Petitioner 

Mr. G • M. shah 
	 Advocate for the Petitioner(s) 

Versus 

The Union of India & Ors. 	 Respondent 

Advocate for the Respondent(s) 

CORAM: 

The Hon'ble Mr. R.C. Ehatt 	 Mfliber (J) 

The Hon'ble Mr. v, Racrnakrishnarl 	Member (A) 

I. 	Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the J udgement ? 

To be referred to the Reporter or not ? 

Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgement ? 

Whether it needs to be circulated to other Benches of the Tribunal? 



:2; 

Subhanali S/o Ajim Xohamad, 

Vs. 

The Union of India, 
Through: 
The General Manager, 
Western Railway, 
Church gate, 
Bombay.  

Applicant. 

Respondents. 

OPAL 3UDGMINT 

O.A./356/1992. 
-------------- 

Date; 16.2.1993 

Per: Hon'ble Mr. R.C. Bhatt, Member () 

fW 
1. 	None for the aPlican%revious dates 9th 

September, 1992, 23rd September, 1992, 7th October, 1992, 

3rd December, 1992, 17th December, 1992, 22nd Jan e  1993, 

and 3rd Feb. 1993, none was psent. Today, also none 

is psent for the applicant. No application for adjournment 

is given. Hence, the matter is dismissed for default. 

(V. Radhakrjshnan) 
	

(R.c. Ehatt) 
Member (A) 
	

Member (J) 



:2: 

Subhanali 5/0 Ajim $ohamad, 

Vs. 

The Union of India, 
Through; 
The General Manager, 
Western 1ailway, 
Chu rchgate, 
Bombay.  

Applicant. 

Respondents. 

ORAL JUDGMENT 

Date: 16.21993 

Per: Hon'ble Mr, RC, Bhatt, Member () 

1. 	None for the applicant. Previous dates 9th 

September, 1992, 23rd September, 1992, 7th October, 1992, 

3rd December, 1992, 17th £)ecerrber, 1992, 22nd Jan. 1993, 

and 3rd Feb, 1993, none was present. Today, also none 

is present for the applicat. No application for adJournment 

is given. Hence, the matter is dismissed for default. 

(V. Radhakrishnan) 	 (R.c, Bhatt) 
Member (A) 	 Member (J) 
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I 	

M.A. 131/93 in J.A. 356,92 

I
DATE OFFICE REPORT 	 ORDERS. 

I 	I1O.E.9 11 	 1 	None present for the aoplicant. It is 

reocted by the office that the fiiesnot trarhlo 

ReçriStry to trace it by the next cate. Cafl, on 

14th June, 1993. 

1 (:.R.o1hatkar) 	 (R.(7.Ehatb) 
Mernber(A) 	 NerTiber(J) 

Vtc 

S 



M.A. 131/93 in O.A. 356/92 

DATE OFFCE REPORT 	 ORDERS 

14.6. 	 It is reported that the record is not 

available. Registry to trace it at the earliest 

and to put the matter on 5th July. 1993. 

(R.C.Bhatt) 
Member (J) 

vtc. 



0 .A./356/9 2 

Record is not available. Registry 

should trace out thex record. 

Call on 14/9/93. 

(R.c .BHATT) 
Member (3) 

HPC/ss 

M • R. K0LHATKhi) 
Member(A) 
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In this case, record in not aaflab1e 

since 26th 4:prj1,1993 The concerned s.oCj) 

is directed to visit the record rom 

personally and satisfy hiJnself/herself 

that thc. record is really not availabbe. 

Put up on 21/9/93. 

(!I. R. Z3LJ-LTKA) 

i'Iber (A) 

I 

DA'E 

14/9/93 



J. 	3 56/92 

21/9/93 

ir..J.3hah for ir.G 	3hh for the ap1icrrnt. 

The applicant has filed this il.A. for restoring O.A.356/92 

which was dismissed for default on 16/2/93 br this Bench. 

eading the order in O.-., we find that the application 

was dismissed for default because, none remained present 

ob behalf of the applicant on so many adjourments, 

The applicant and his learned advocates ought to have 

careful to remainpresent. However,having regard to 

the averments made in the application, explaining the 

se consider—t just and proper to allow the 

application, However, we warn the applicant and his 

learned advocate that if they are outsider and if they 

seek adjournment, by post or otherwise, it is not obligator 

on 	egistry to inform them by let Ler about the next date 

it is their duty to enquire from the Rgistry about 

the next date. They should keep these instructions 

in mind in future in this mater and their absence on 

the ground that they are riot, informed by this Registry 

about the next date, will not be a sufficient ground 

for not remaining present before this Tribunal. We 

allow this application in the interest of justice and 

set aside the dismissal of 9'.A. and restore/ it. ri.A 

is allowed and it is disposed of. 

2. 	 Today, Learned advocate i.r.$hah for the 

applicant submits that he seeks time to amend the O.A. 
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O.A./356/92 

Date 	Office Report  

• Hence, the applicant is permitted to 

amend the O.A. suitably xtjtktn 	on or before 

5/10/93, 

call on 5/10/93 for admission. 

OLH (i.C.BWTT) 
- t"Iember(A) Member(J) 

) 

ssh 

5/10/9:3 HeCL-d leorned advocete Mr.S.G.Shah 

for S hah, 	Issue notice on admirision 

to the rEspondents. The respondent to file 

repl1r on admission. The cjestian is about 

spathetic consideration of the cApplicant 

for te post of Khalasi. oice returbable 

by 11th November, 1993. 

2 Ihatkar ) / ( RC.Bhtt 
ember 	() 	• Member (J) 
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Off lee report 

5/10/93 

ucc, the appi ic nt is peri itted to 

axnd the 3.A. suitably idXk±R on or before 

5/10/93. 

call on 5/10/93 for admission. 

(14.i\.K0Lii<A.) 
r(A) 	 Meri;ber(J) 

ssh 

heard learned advocate t4r.S.G.Sh 

for r.).M.hah. Issu ootice on aôi 

to the r-onde11t3. The respondent7z to f 

reply on admision. 	qUestion As about 

syupathet1c considerationpf the applicari 

for the pot of KhiLi. Notice returbabie 

br lit" oveimbz, 13. 

.R.!Zihatar ) 	 ( 
$mber (A) 	 Aembor (3) 
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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIAUNAL 
AHMEDABAD BENCH 

O,A. No.  
T.A. No. 

DATE OF DECISION 	 -3 

Petitioner 

Advocate for the Petitioner(s) 

Versus 

Respondent 

r 	.YvE1i 
	

Advocate for the Respondent(s) 

CORAM 

The Hon'ble Mr. 

The Hon'ble Mr. 

Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the Judgement ? 

To be referred to the Reporter or not ? 

Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgement ? < 

Whether it needs to be circulated to other Benches of the Tribunal 7 >< 



-2- 

Subhanli 3/0 Ajim i1ohamad, 
Aged. about 41, dult, 
Qccupdtiori:serviCe in kai1way, 
residing at : 1ilway Colony, 
Neal Ofl:iCCLs rst house, 
Palaripur (Dist.:_Banaskantha) 

dvocete : 	ir.G.I.3iwih 

VErSUS 

The Union of India, through: 
The General i4enager, 
Viestern l\a ilway, 
Churchga te, 
Bornhy 

inspector of Uorks, 
western 16Ilay, 
Palanpur 

tdvocate : 14r.B..Kyada 

AEpiicant: 

! Respondents 

OAL JUDGEMEI\IL 

O.. 35 6/92 

Date : 11-11-.1993 

Fer ; Hon'ble Shri 1,.C.l3hutt, 	iember (J) 

I4r.G.I.hoh, learned advocate for 

the applicant. ir ...Kyada waives notice afld appears 

for the respondents. 

2. 	 rihiS  application is filed under 

section 19 of the Administrative :ribunals Act,19851 ho 

was serving with the respondents railway, 	i1d 

seeking the relief that his case for the 

post of 	LSi be considered 	 It is alleged 

that the applicant 	- on 10.8.75,when he was serving 

as a 	iGNAN in Gang No.17 at Palanpur,he received 
/ 

injury in his left aye on duty., that 



-3- 

to the 1\ailway Hospita1,bu Road anbout and then 

he was declaLed unfit on or about 31-9-75. and was not 

Ak 
taken on duty 	17-1-78.( 	02-2-81, again he received 

injury on the same eye while on duty when he was working 

as a BbR under the I.o.W.Radharipur and he 	treated 

by the L.ailway Doctor and then he was taken on duty on 29 

9.5 S. 1981. 

3. 	 It is the case of the applicant that when 
rt- 

he was treated in the Railway Hospital at Bombay later covt- 
/ 

he was told that the Dozator would remove, his left 

injured eye and he may loose his entire vision to which 

he did not agree. it is alleged by him that the Railway 

Ho.spia1 Authority at that time got some papers signed 

by him and discharged him from the i-Iospital. According 

to him, again he was sent for medical checkup on 

08.10.86 and he was declared unfit and was kent then 

out of duty fos about two months and then taken on duty 

as !VLI, which according to him 4s a punishment. 

4 • 	 ca ua .dvacts for the applicant submits 

that if the app1icnt is given an opportunity to Rmake 

a proei tepresent'tion about his cace and if the respon-

dents dLS dirac Led to consider and dispose of his repre-

sentetion, the applicant would be satisfied. Mr.Kyada 

submits that the respondents would consider his repre-

sentation according to rules,if directed accordingl. 
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Thus, we dispose o this applica tie ri at the admissiofl 

stga by giving directions as under :- 

The appltcant,if wants td make a 

representation to the respondents about his case, he may 

do so within 8 days from the ieceit of this order and t 

mak 	the rerascnttjon to the respondents.ie respon- 
& 

dent no.1. in his 	may diiect the Di\M(E) Ajmer to 

die ccc of the representation of the applicant according 

to rules within 3 months from the receipt of such repre- 

sentatiori if nadeby passing a speaking order and by 
) 

intimating the applicant about the rtsult of the order. 

Applic.tion is disposed of accordirigiy. 

4crnber () 	 1ember (j) 
Date: 11-11-93 	 Date: 11-11-93 

/ 
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Subhanalj 2/0 Ajim Nohamad, 
Aged about 41, Adult, 
OCCupatjon service in Railway, 
residing at : Railway Colony, 
Near Officeres rest house, 
?a1apur (Dist.z..sanasJcaflthal 

Advocate : Mr.G.M.$hah 

_p!i a.ts 

versus 

The Union of India, through: 
The General Manager, 
Western Railway, 
Churchgate, 

Inspector of Works, 
Western Railway, 
aiaxipur 

Advocate : Mr.B.h.Kyada 
.L Repor1d ants 

Q'èk.. _JMDEE!r_ 

O.A. 356/92 

Date: _i!-1129 

Per a Hora'ble Shri .C.Bhatt. 	Member (j) 

Mr.G.M.Shah,learned advocate for 

the applicant. Mr.B.k.Kyada waives notice and appears 

for the respondents. 

2. 	 This application is filed under 

section 19 of the Administrative Tribunals ACt, 1985,who 

was serving with the respondents railway, has filed this 

application seeking the relief that his case for the 	
-3. 

 

post of }BALASI Zzbe considered carefully, It is alleged 

that the applicant that on 10,8.75,when he was serving 

as a NGHM in Gang No.17 at Palaripur,he received 

injury in his left eye on duty.* that he was then sent 



-3.- 

to the Railway Hospital,u Road on or about and then 

he was declared unfit on or about 31-9-75, and was not 

taken on duty on 17-1-78. on 02-2-81, again he received 

injury on the same eye while on duty when he was working 

as a BEIDAR under the I.0.W.RadhaflPur and he has treated 

by the Railway Doctor and then he was taken on duty on A9 

9.5.1981. 

3. 	It is the case of the applicant that when 

he was treated in the Railway Hospital at Bombay later 

he was told that the DoctOr would removed his left 

injured eye and he may loose 
his entire vision to which 

he did not agree. It is alleged by him that the Railway 

HispitLal Authority at that time got some papers signed 

by him and discharged him from the Hospital. According 

to him, again he was sent for medical checkup on 

08.10.86 and he was declared unfit and was kept then 

out of duty for about two months and then taken on duty 

as l4hLI, which according to him as a punishment. 

4* 	Tearaed avocte for the applicant submits 

that if the applicant is given an opportunity to 
*make 

a proper representation about his case and if the respon-

dents are directed to consider and dispose of his repre-

sentation, the applicant would be satisfied. Mr.Kyada 

submits that the reSpondentS would consider his repre-

sentation according to rules,if directed accor1ingly. -4- 
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Thus, we dispose of this application at the admission 

stage by giving directions as under s- 

5. 	 The applicant if wants to make a 

representation to the respondents about his case, he may 

do so within 8 days from the receipt of this order and 

making the repreentatjon to the respondents, the respon 

dent n.l, in his term may direct the DRM(E) Ajmer to 

dispose of the representation of the applicant according 

to rules within 3 months from the receipt of such repre. 

sentation if made by passing a speaking order and by 

intimating the applicant about the result of the order, 

Appliction is disposed of accor&ingly. 

( H • • KOL1Hh'L KhR ) 
Member (A) 
Dates 11-11-93 

ssh 

C R.C.BWTT ) 
Member (3.) 

Dates 11-11.93 

LI 


