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IN THE CENTRAL .)NISTRATIVE TRI3UNATJ 
CUTTACK BENCH; CU l'rACK. 

ORIGL ?PpLIATION Nu; 726 OF 1993 

Date of decisicn: April 28, 1994. 

Minakhi Ray 	 0 0 0 	 Applicant 

Versus 

Union of India & Others 	... 	 Respondents 

(FOR INSTRUCTIONS) 

1. Wher it be referred to the reporters or not? 

2, ether itbe circutatedto all the inches of the )' 
Central P4ministrative Tribunals or not? 

'4 
LI 	 K.P. AcHARYA ,lTl,iJENDR&PR5 
Ei3ER(AD TIVE) 	 VICE CHAIRIIAN 

At *P#k ft 



CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
CUTTZCK BENCH :CUTT4K. 

Original Application NO. 726 OF 1993 

Date of decisixi: April 28,1994 

Minakhi Ray 	 ... 	 Applicant 

ye rs us 

Union of India and others .. Respcndents 

For the Applicant : Mr. S.C.Sarnantray,jvt 

For the Respcidents : Mr.D.N.Mishra,$tanding Counsel 
for the Railway ministrjcn. 

CORAM; 

THE HCNOURABLE M. K.P. ACHARYA, VICE CHAIRi"IAN 
AND 

THE H0NO11jRA3LE iIR. H. RMENDRA PRAS.AD 1M3ER(ADr.) 

JUDG 

K.P.PHARYV.C. 

	

	 In this application under secticn 19 of the 

?drninistratjve Tribunals it,1985, the Petitioner prays 

fr a direction to the Opposite Parties to give her an 

appointment..: in .ay post canftensurate With her educational 

qua Ii f ic at I on. 

2 	Petitioner while working as a casual laboirer 

(female khalasi) from the year 1971-73 under the 

Inspector of Works (Constn.ctj4) III, Jaipur (Paradeep 

Line) her Services have been dispensed with w.e.f. 

23.9.1973 therefore, this application has been filed with 

the aforesaid prayer. 
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In their counter, the Opposite Parties 

maintained that since no posts are available tobe 

filled up, the application of the petitioner should be 

inlimine dismissed. 

We have heard Ar. S.C.Samanatray learned 

counsel appearing for the Petitioner and Ar. D.N.Misha 

learned Standing Counsel for the Railway Adltdnistratibm. 

Mr. Sawantray learned counsel appearing for 

the petitioner during theccurse of argument submitted 

thar a representation has oeen filed by the petitioner 

Swt. M-inakhi Ray  which is pending consideration by the 

Opposite Party N0.5. That has not been disposed of as 

yet. Mr. D.N. Mishra learned Standing Counsel submitted 

that this is absolutely a false information given by 

the Petitioner because no such representation has 

ever een addressed by the petitioner to any authority. 

. that as it may , the petitioner is directed to 

Jile a representation wibin three weeks from tay before 

the Opposite Party N0.4 i.e. Chief Workshop Manager, 

Aancheswar and it is further directed that the Opposite 

Party No.4 should dispose of the representation to be filed 

oy the petitioner with a reasoned/speakiggorder keeping 

inview the provisions contained in Rule 3.4.1 of sche f 

familarly knwn as ' Policy for filling up of 

posts in Mancheswar Carriage Repair Workshop'coduTlunicated 
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to all concerned by the CPO, Garden ReaCh,CalCutta 

vide his letter No. 3/L/13/ WPO C6/ICS dated 22nd 

Deceoer,1980. We he and trust, the representa.tion 

to ae filed by the petitioner will be disposed of 

by the O;posite Party No.4witiiin one month from the 

date of filing 

6. 	Thus, the application is accordingly disposed 

of leaving the parjies to bear their cin costs. 

... ...•.. ... I 	 •.....•..•... 
LIEI443ER(AD I TRATIVE) 	 VICE-CHAIRMAN 

2 	APR 94  

Central P4mn. Tribunal, 
Cuttack Bench, K. Mohanty 
28.4.94. 


