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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIAUNAL 

AITIMEDABAD BENCH 

R . 	• 	36 of 199.3 
I.'/337/; 

DATE OF DECISION 289-1993 

'aafl 	
Petitioner 

ih ri 

for the petitioner(s) 

( t)ary_1flTtSJt1) 

Versus 

ivn1.
Respondent 

Advocate for the Respondent(s) 

CORAM: 

vice-2hai rfr1 

The I-Ion'ble 	N.ID. iatel 

jyrerer(A) 

The Hori'ble Mr. V Ra 	k dhar1st1t 

pers may be allowed to see the Judgement 
I. Whether Reporters of local pa 

	? 

To be referred to the Reporter or not 

Whether their LordshiPS wish to see the fair copy of the Judgemeflt 

o be circulated to other Benches of the Tribunal? 
Whether it needs t  
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Shrj Bashjr)chan Alikhan Pathari, 
186, Soni's Ihetar, 
Near Bhairvnath, 
Shah-.2-Alaru, Ahmedabad. 	 •..... Applicant 

Shri Bashirkhan Alikhan Pathazi 	(Party-in- Person) 

Versus 

Divisional Mechanical 
ingineer Djese1), 
WestErn Rly, Vatva, 
Ahmed abad. 

Divisional Rly. Manager(st), 
Testern Rly. Pratapnagar, 
Baroda, 

3, 	General Iiaaager, 
Western Railway, 
Churchgate, Bombay, 

4. 	Union of India through 
The secretary, 
Ministry of Railways, 
Secretariat, New Delhi, 	••••,• Respondents 

.hri N.S. Shevdé 	 Advocate, 

JUDGMENT 

R,A.36 of 1993 Jfl i.A. 337/. 

IN 
O.A. 454 of1992 	Date:- 28-9-1993 

Per Hon'ble 	 Mr. N.E. Patel 	Vice-Chairman 

O.A. IS filed by the applicant for quahirq re 

charge-sheet which is issued to him and he has also 

prayed for a relief that the respondents may be directed 

to promote the applicant to the post of Chief Clerk from 

the post of Head Clerk,which he IS now occupying. In 

this O.A., the applicant filed M.A. 337/93 for a direction 
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to to the respondents not to stop payment of regular monthly 

s:lary to the applicant. It appears that the applicant 

claims that, he has a right to be promoted to the post 

of Chief Clerk not-withstanding the pendency of inquiry 

against him which he wants to be quashed. It further 

appears that the respondents are ready to allow the 

applicant to join duty as Head Clerk and also to pay 

salary etc. to him on that basis but the applicant is 

not prepared to work as Head Clerk and insists on being 

promoted to the post of Chief Clerk and being paid salary 

etc, on that basis. It is stated that the applicant does 

not report for duty as Head Clerk nor submits any leave 

reoort. In these circumstances1we have rejected M.A.337/92 

on the ground that no direction requiring the respondents 

to make payment of salary Can be issued. The applicant 

has moved the present Review Application for a review 

of our said order and has prayed for allowing the 

M.A. 337/92. We see absolutely no ground to review our 

order rejecting the prayer in M.A. 337/92 for a direction 

to the respondents to make payment of salary to the 

applicant. 

The Review Application is, therefore, summarily 

rej ected, 

V. Radhakrishrian ) 
	

( N.E. Patel ) 
Member (A) 
	

Vice-Chairman, 
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