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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
ERNAKULAM BENCH

0.A. No. 119
T Ao 199 1

DATE OF DECISION __3-— 399

V. Me Chandra ' Applicantgx)_/\

Mr_-__B.-S-j_-vaﬁ—P_ﬂ.lai Advocate for the Applicant 9’)/ :

Versus

:

the Respondent (s)
General Manager, Southern Railway,Madras-3 andothers

Mre Me Ce cherian

Advocate for the Réspondent (s)

CORAM -

The Hon'ble. Mr. PeS. Habeeb Mohamed, Administrative Membér

The Hon'ble Mr. Ne Dharmadan, Judicial Member

INFRYN

(

Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the Judgement77:7
To be referred to the Reporter or not ? k&

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

To be circulated to all Benches of the Tribunal?

JUDGEMENT

Mr, N. Dharmadan, Judicial Member

‘Appliclant while working as casual Technical Mate in
the Works Branch of the C”ivil Engineering Department of
Palghat Division of Southern Railway filed this application
for a direction to‘ the respondents to absorb her in group-C
post of Junior Draughtsman or in any other suitable group-C
post takinginto account her past service or educational
qualifica’tion or dnvthe alternative to direct the respondents
to ernpanel and absorb her as a Khalasi along with her juniors
in Annexure-IX wirth all attendant benefits weeefe 28.7.88.
2. The applicant submitted that she was engaged as a

Technical Mate weee.fe 23.8.76. She has completed Diploma

Q/ Course in Civil Engineering'andShe was discharging duties
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to the complete satisfaction of the superidr officers. She

was granted temporary status from 2.1.1981 and paid salary

only in the scale of Rse 196-232. She continuously represented
for getting the higher salary of Technical Matew Annexure-A 5
to A-7 are the representations. ﬁhile so, she wasiinvolved in
a criminal case énd she was suspended from duty as per |
Annexure A-8 order dated 1Q/16;7.90. The period of suspension
¥X¥ from 30.6.87 to 8.9.89 was regularised as duty consequent
on the dismissal of the criminal case filed against her
before thé Ottappalam court. Because of her suspension,
juniors of the applicant, sl. Nose 4 & 5 in Annexure A-9

were given earlier promotioh overlooking the seniority and
better claim of the applicaﬁt. ‘Applicant submitted represen-
tations against the earlier p;omotion of juniors. Since she

did not get any relief, she has filed this application under

; Section 19 of the'Administrative‘Tribunals' Acte

3. In the reply filed by the respondents, they have stated

that after Annexure A-8 Memorandum regularising the service

of the applicant, she has already been screened for absorption
as Khalasi as per proceedings dated 18+9.91. Consequently,
she was also absorbed as Khalasi in the exisﬁing_vacancy.

In the light of this sfatement, the &lternative prayer in the
application to direct the respondents to absorb the applicant
as Khalasi does not survive for consideratian.

4. Since the applicant has already been screened and
empanelled for absorption as regular Khalasi as admitted in
the reply statement, the further guestion to be considered

is whether the applicantis entitled to be considered for
group-C post as claimed by her- Respondents have statef that
after reqularisation of applicant's service as per Annexure
A-8, she will also be considered for further promotions
along with K.K. Thangamani,and K. Radha, sl. Nos. 4 & 5 in

Annexure A-9. However, they have stated that Thangamani and
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Radha are not juniors to the applicant as claimed by her
considering aggregate days of service of the applicant and
others. Aggregate servicesof the applicant and the two ase

given below:

" K.K. Thangamani 3412 days
K. Radha v 3394 ®
VQM.‘ Chandra 3249 "o
Se Learned counsel for'applicant placing reliance on

Annexure A=l Service Card submitted that the applicant & =
originally joined as casual worker'frbm 27.2.76 and hence she

is senior to Thangamani and K. Radhae. We have perused Annexure
i \

"A-l. The date 27.9.76 appears to be/different hand writing.

A~

with which the rest of the entriesﬁ@re made in Annexure A-l.
Taking into consideration the entry in Annexure A-1 certificate,
the applicant joined service on 27.9.76 on the same day when
Thangamany and Radha were:xX; engaged for work. In this view
of~the:matter, we are not prepared to accept the contention of
the applicant that she~is senior to other perséns. However,
applicant's claim forg&ﬁﬁi@g further engagement in a group-C
post on the:basis of the number of days of sefvice rendered by
her deserves consideration and accordingly, we direct the
:reSpoﬁdents to consider the applicant also for further
appointment in group-C in accordance with her turn.

6.  With the above directions, the application is disposed ofe.

7 There will be no order as to coStse
c\ﬁ«ﬂ" ey M O

(N. Dharmadan) (P.S. Habeeb Mohamed)

Judicial Member , ‘Administrative Member

kmn



IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
' ERNAKULAM BENCH

Dated the 13th day of October, 1993,

coram-

The Hon'ble Mr,Justice dmettu:_Sankérab-Nair, Vice Chairman

‘The Hon'ble Mr. S.Kasipandian, Administrative Member

C.P.C. 158/93 in

V.M.Chandra .. Petitioner

Mr.‘ P, Sivan pillai e Advocate for peﬁiticher
| Vse | -

T. P.Kelappan, Divl, Personnel Officer,

Sout.hem Railway, Palghat " ee Respondents

Mr, M.C,Cherian ‘ ) Advocate for ré@ondehts

"JUDGMENT

Chettur Sankaran Nair(J), Vice Chairman.

Learned codns‘el for lpetition'er seeks leave
to withdraw the petition with freedom to file an original
application, v’-;e graﬁt leave and digmiss thg petition
as withcirawri without expressing any opinion on the merits
of the matter or regaiqing the scope of Annexure-B

Judgment, No costse

. Datedthe 13th day of October, 1993,

o i

S.Kasipandian Chettur Sankaran Nair(J)
Administrative Menber _ Vicev Chairman

ks/13.x.
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IN' THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
ERNAKULAM BENCH

RA N0.121/92in 0. A No 119/91 199"

CORAM -

The Hon'ble Mr. PS Habgeb Mohamed, Administrative Member

.

DATE OF DECISION _380-9-1992

Union of India rep. by

General Wanager, boutnern.Haifggy?mt“)(R88p°nde”ts in GA)
Madras and others

fr MC Cherian

Adyocate for the Applicant (s)
" (Respondents in DA

Versus (

VM Chandra

Respondent (?/(%Applimant in DA)

Mc P Sivan Pillai Advocate for the Respondent (/

" (Applicant in DAR)

and

The Hon'ble Mr. N Dharmadan, Judicial Member

£ wWwN -

Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the Judgement?}e,
To be referred to the Reporter or not ? A

“Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgement kA
To be circulated to all Benches of the Tribunal ? k) '

JUDGEMENT

Shri N Dharmadan, 3.0 — —— .

The Review Applicants (Original respondents in 3.A)

have filed this Review Application for clarification as

stated in Ground-A. The Revieuw Applicants apprshend that

the omission to refer other colleagues, such as Smt.K.K.

Thankamani and K Radha in para-5 of the judgment is likely

to create ambigquity and difficulty for the Department.

2

We have gone through ths paragraph-5 of the judgment

rendered by us on 3.8.92 in OA 119/91 wherein though ue

had rejscted the contention of original applicant that she

is senior to other persons, it was madse clear that the applicant 's

claim for getting further engagement in a group-t post on the

basis of the numbar of days of service rendered by her deserves

s
consideration whether it is to be compared jn the case of
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Smt. KoKe Thankamanl or Radha or any other similarly

situated persons.

3 With these observations; we dismiss the
Raview Application, .
Mjkw - |

/7\:f]\\,_//zfaf—h \ '7" ' . .

1
(N Dharmadan) (PS Habesb NOhamed;7 7
Judicial Membear ~_ Administrative Member

30-9-92



