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~ IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

ERNAKULAM BENCH

O.A No._- 263 of 1993 .

DATE OF DECISION__15-2-1993

.

Mr S Chinnagwamy Appliéant/

~ .

Mr PK _Madhusgodhaman  Advocate for ‘the Applicant/

Versus
R K O i‘ -
The Divisional Personnel l%gzgmhnt@)
Southern Railway, Palghat™& 3 others

Mr MC Cherian & TA Rajan Advocate for the Respondent (s)

CORAM :

The Hon'ble Mr. AY HARIDASAN, JUDICIAL MEMBER
/ & }
The Hon'ble Mr. R RANGARAJAN, ADMINISTRATIVE MEMBER

Whether Reporters of local papers may be_allowed to see the Judgement% ‘

To be referred to the Reporter or not? A% O
Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgement?
To be circulated to all Benches of the Tribunal?  AA)

JUDGEMENT

PON

AV Haridasan, J.M.

’ The grievance of the aphlicant,.a Brick Laye; belun§?¥%

the Scheduled Caste}ﬁ1at he has nbt been given promotion to

higher ca@ie taking into account of the fact that he belongs

to S.C. ii a reserved vacancy. He made a repfaseatatian to

the Divisional Personnel Officer, Palghat claiming promotions

to the next higber cadrse. This representetioh wags disposed of by
dated 3.7.199 ‘ v

a reply/in ¥gifg/zﬁ;a;éplicant was informed that his case had

already bee; treated as one of a 5.C., that none of his juniors

either in the forward communify or in the 5.C. has been promoted

. . ¢ K .
superseding him xxxx and that there is no basis for his grievance.

..2. ‘..‘



s to costs.
Cj\’\\__/QE;___——~""’——<f§i’;/t

e
Dissatisfied with that he has made a fd}ther répresentation to
the Divisional Railuéy Nanéger 92 27.3.1992 and another one to

thé Gengral Managér in June 1992, The;applicantpdid not get any

raply to theése representations. It is in these circumstances

that he has filed this applicatiéﬁ’praying that the respondents
' ' him ‘ :

. may be directed to cansider promoting him treating/as a person

belbng te S.C.

2.' On a perusal of thé averments in the application and
Annexure-A2 ua'ére not in a pogition te find pmsitively.thgt
there has been any fault on the part of tha Railuay administra-
tion in considefing his case for p:bmotion as a member of tﬁe

5.C. HoueVer, the learned counsel for the applicant prays that

 gsince the applicant is a Class-III employee in the Railuays

belongyﬁ% $.C., the 3rd respondent may be directed to consider

- and dispose of the representation submitted by him in June 1992,

The learned counsel'fnr the'respcndents hés; no objection in the
application being disposed of with such.a direction. Thersfore
we admit the application and dispose of the same with a direction

to the 3rd respondent te consider the representation submitted

by the applicant in June 1992 at Annexure-AS5 within a period of

two months from the date of receipt of a copy of this arder. If

for any reason the said representation is not traceable with the
capy of the '

respondents, we direct that the/representation at Anmexure-AS5

se., No ordger

in the case file may be made use of for the pu
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(R RANGARAJAN) (AV HARIDASAN)
ADMVE. MEMBER JUDICIAL MEMBER

15-2-1993
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