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IN· THE C&N1RAL ADM.IN lS'mAT lVE TR IBWAL, J OOHP tR BENCH, . 

J _o.,.P_H,J _U..Jl• 

Date ·of Order a .29-3- ?..ooo 

o.K. No. 344/95 I. 

amt.-Kamla Devi·w/o lat~ G_okUl oas aged a))out· 66 years 
R/0 QC!.neshi ~treet. JOdhpur_, .La. of_ Late Gokul Das, w~o 

was ·last .Enployed. on the post of Depot S..tore Keeper .III 

Railway ~tores Northern Railway, JOdhpur. : 

••• Applicant 

vs 

1. Union of India through General Manager, 

Northern Railway, .!arOda House, New Delhi. 

- 2. Deputy COntroller of S:tores, Northern R.ly. 

J.odhpur Divis·ion, JOdhp·ur. 
! . 

3. Chief Material Manager. (J.Q Northern Railway 

Baroda , House, New Delhi-!. 

• • • Respondents 

S.hri J .~. Kaushik., Cotmsel for ·the 'Applicant·. 

S.hri s.s .. Vyas, Counsel for the Respond~ts •. 

CGRAM; 

••• 

Hon• ble Mr. Justiee B.ii-. Raikote, Vice Chairman 

'Hon•ble Mr. Gcpal S.ingh, Administrative Ment>er 

oa..p U 

( per Hon• ble Mr • Gopal &ingh, Adm. Member ) 
l . 

. Ap~licant, G~kul Das~ dec:;eased represent~}b.Y 

his wi<low smt. Kamla as legal repreSeptative, while . · 
' ' I 

worki~ as ward :Keeper. in Jodhpw: Depot ·of Nor~b.arn __ · 
. . 

Raiiway was served· witb a charge-sheet on 02 .·a .1969, 

and after. an enquiry was dismissed from service with 

effect from 31.5 .1978. 'rhe dismissal order was quashed, 
I 

{{,~ - Conta ••• 2. 

I 

_j1 



• 
~ . ...-

by this Tribunal 'vide order dated 23.2.1987 in · 

T.A. No. 203/86. The disciplinary authority .again 

imposed the p~alty of dismissal' effective. from 

31.7.1988 vide order dated 29·.12 .1988. 'l'ne dismissal 
I ' , I 

order was again quashed ~ this T~iburia1 v~e or~er 
. . 

· benefits regarding payment 6# salary dues to the al?pli..o­

cant till the date· of his· retirement~ Thereafter, the - . . . ' ·. . \ . . . ~ 

-c:. 

)"- resporxients ircposed the penalty of recoverj:~f Rs.28463/-

from the arrears of salary vide order dai;ed 2_2 .10.1990. ,... 

This penalty was ~lso quashed by this Trib~al vide order 

dated'· 02 • .11.1993 in o.A ... No.369~1. ' ';J'he applicant had 

in ·the meantime retired O:D 31.12 ·1~86. The applicant. 

had appeareq in .a selection for .. the post of AssiStant 
' . 

S.t~e:-£<eeper in the year 1974:, .. and was se,l.ected but baS not 
. ' . ' 

~ prom~ted on the ground tte t the. app+icant was facing 
' ' ' 

a charge-sh~et for ~or penalty. His j Wlior _Q;h. Hari ~ipgl 

. was promoted 'as Asstt. Store-keeper with effect from 
. . - \ . I -

' ' 
19 .1.1974,. and -was further. promoted as Depot Store-Keeper 

- ' " - ' 

, ln. 1979, and ASSistant Controller of Stores in the year 
·, ' 

1983. S.hri Hari S.ingh• ret~red on 30 .9 .• 1984. ~pough 

',\'_.,, . ' .the penalty inpos~ upon. the applicant w~s set' aside 
'., "\-- ·- ' ' ' 

/ ·by this Tribunal viCie order dated 02 .11·.1993· (supra) 

and tte_ departnental _proceedings ~ame to an ~nd, the 

respbndent-department never considered his case far pro~ 
: - ' . ~-

motion t<:> Asstt. ~tarekeeper and higher posts~- The 

applicapt submitted a repre~'enta_tion_ on 19.2 .1994: in this 

~egard, followed oy subsequent ·reminders. ·The respondents 

v·ide their letter dated· 08-12/7/1995 (Annex;. A/1) rejected · 
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the representation of the applicant and, therefore# 

this application praying for setting aside the impugned 

·order at Annex A/1, ancl"' for a direction to the respondents 

to ccnsider :the ·case of the applicant far promotion to 

the post of Assist_ant s.:g.-ekeeper '· Depot s-tore-Keeper and 
., 

Assistant Control).er of stores at par with his junior 

a.hri Hari S.ingh w;i,th all consequential benefits inclUding 

revision of pensionary benefits alongwith interest at . . . . . ' , 

market rate., 

2.. Notiees were issued to the J;esponaents and 

while contesting the applicat~on ;i,t has been averred by 

the respondents that the applicant. had never ~assed the 

selection for the post of ASsistant Store-Keeper as has 

·alleged by the applicant. They have also· filed t)le result 

of selection ·at J~nneX A./2 • S.ince the app~icant was not 

selected as Assistant at ore Keeper,.· the questi·on of con-· 

sidering_ his .c.se for pr_omot1ca. on conclusioo of depart- , 

mental proO'itedings does not ariSe. ·Hence •. the application 

is devoid ·of any, R&rit and deserves to be dismissed. 

3. we have given anxious consideration to the 

pleadinqs and avernants made by both .the parties. 

'· In the rejoinder filed by the app~icant1 the 

contention .of the'respond~ts that the applicant did. not 

pass the· selection for the past of ASsistant i:torek.eeper 

is sollght to oe r_ef~ted on the basis of seniority, list 

(Annex. A/5) where a remarkGin hand ... under ~~p~oJq. from 
J - • ' 

' ' 

· 2 9 .5 .• 68 • is given against the nama of applicant. On 

the basis of this remark, the . applicant has presumed that 
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.\ 
· though he was· selected but -was . not ~romoted as he· was 

facing charge-sheet for major penalty. But, result of 

selection proceedings placed at A~nexui:e R-/l ,··dated 14.1·· 74 

.doeS not leave any doubt about I the fact. .that the· applicant 

had not passed .the. selection for the post' of ASsistant S.tore-

~~~ Keeper held on 20 .8.1972 and 18.4.1973 • ThW! i the contention 

of the applic~nt is totally misconcej.ved and,. ther.efore, re-
' ' 

" jected. Sine~ the applicant ~id' not pass the selection for 
}._ ' ' ' ' 

/ Assistant Store-keep~ .. the question ·of c:onsidering h_ian for 

promot~<:;lJ;l to the post o,£ Assistant fi,to~e-keeper and furth~ 

on c;onclUSion o£.-the departman~al proce~ings d<?eS not ariSe. 

Thus, the application .is devoid of any merit and' deserves 

to be dismissed.· 

I 

5. The o.A. is acc·ordingly dismissed with no order· 

as to costs. 
-

(G~~· ~ 
( B..S, • RAIKOlE ) 

.. , 
Adm. Lttant>er Vice Chairman 

. ' 

J 
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undet· E:o C'•)'ervision of 
sei:uon c:.fr,cer ( J .' as P.._ef.. · 

order dat<d ·~~ ~ 

Section officer (Reco~ .·. 
. ' . 


