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JN THE CEN'l'RAL ADMIN lSTR:AT lVB '1R IBUl-JAL ,JODHPUR Ba~CH, 

JODHPUR:" 

nate of order;05.12.1995 

0 .A .No. 502/1995 

PURSHDrTAM SINGH ...... Applicant 

vs. 

., UN I·~ OF INDIA AND "CRS. • .•••• Responde~ats 

Mr .R .C .Giiu.t, counse 1 for the applicant. 
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l·R.GOP.AL KR.:G:iHNA,V ICE CHAJRI'lAN 

.l'6i .USHA SEN ,ADM.lN.rtiTRA'l' IV'~ J:l£~ 

PER HON' BL~' 1"6 .USHA S.SN ,ADMJN JS.'lRATIW .r.EMB&R. ; 
:...~. -/"' -~-

":-...~''·:;·· ,. i :;, ' _: '' '~;;)/;r: 
"-::----·-/ He-.rd Shr i R .c .Gaur, lea.rned oo ;.lnsel for the 

-.ppliccmt. 

2. The -.ppliC•at is aggrieved by the order d•ted 

18.10.1995 •t ~naex.A-1-A, by which he h•s been reve~d 

from the post of Senior FiLeman-I to the post of F irellliin-I. 

The revers ion h•s been done as • result of revision.. 

of the -.pplicant•s seniority based on the c~~rific-.tion 

issued by the Gener•l Miin•ger ,Northern Rii.ilw•y d-. ted 

5.9.1995 il.t Annex.A-1-B. 

·3. It is seen thii.t the •pplica.nt hcii::? not made ii.RY 

representationj-.ppeal ~g«inst the impugned order dii.ted 

18.10.1995. In terms of Section 20 of the Administra.tive 

Tribun•ls Act,1985, no ~pplication should ordinarily 

be •dmitted unless the -.pplicant has •v•iled himself of 

ii.ll the remedies •v•ilable to him under the relevant 

service rules -.s to the redressal of his griev-.nce. 
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Rule 18 of the R<&ilw•Y Serv-.nts {o.iscipline ilnd Appeal) 

Rules, 1968 provides thu.t ilR iippeal c•n be made •g•inst 

-.n order of revers ion. The ca.ppl icant has not llliide ii.ny 

iippe-.1 in tenrs of. this provisiom.. AS such, the ilpplic.a-

tion is pre-mature. The le•rned counsel for the iippl ice.nt 

hils referr:ed to 1990(3)SI.J(CAT)544=Full Bench Judgments~ 
·'"' 

·-...------.... ....... ~ 
r<;2~~;3,4i A·.Pii.dffiil.Vii.lley and Others '/S. C.P. W.D. -.nd Telecom 

,.~f '; ..:,; . ' ... ' ' " - '. . 
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·• .iin support· pf his contention thiil.t if the ii.Ct compliiined of 
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is •rbitr•ry", itS being v iol•tive of the provisions 
'il ., 

cont•ined iri,' Article 14 of the1constitutioa &nd simila.r 
I 
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;\ ... : \ benefits ha've &lre«dY been ~xtended to persons similarly '"i-,·. .· . 
~;.i-tua.t:ea-~ there shoUld be no ..i.ns istence on exhilusting 

the dep&rtmant•l remedies. He has also referred to 

others-. The filets and circumsta.nces of the Cii.Ses referr·ed 

to iibove ii.re different from the facts of t~ present c-.se. 

we do not find •ny exception•l ground for dispensing 

with the requirements of S,ection 20 of the Administrative 

Tribunals ACt,1985. If the iipplicant makes • represent•­

tion/an cppeal to the concerned authority in reg•rd to 

his grievance within fifteen days of the date of this 

Qrder, the same shall be decided within three rronths 

of its receipt through • det•iled reasoned order itS per 

rules. If the u.pplicant is aggrieved by •ny decislc~m 

taken on the represent•tioa/•ppeal, he shall be ilt 

libertY to file • fresh O.A. This application stands 

disposed ef ilccordingly at the st•ge of e.dmission. 

LLvL /~) 
( UShci!. Sen ) 

Membel(A) 
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uKJv;~v-;: 
{ GOpiil Krishui!. ) 

Vice Ch• irman 


