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Mr. PIR Rajendran Nair 	
for the Applicani 

41 
proxy counsel Ms.Asha PV,' 

Versus 

Sub Divi siona]. Officer1 	Respondent (s) 
Telephones Alappuzha and others 
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CORAM 

The Hon'ble Mr. S.P.Mukerji 
- Vice Chairman 

and 

The HonbIe Mr. LV. aridasan - Judicial Member 

Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the Judgement ? "J' To be referred to the Reporter or not ? t 
Whether their Lordships wish to see, the fair copy of the Judgement ? N 
To be circulated to all Benches of the Tribunal ?ti. 

JUDGEMENT' 	 " 

(In'ble Mr.S.P..lkerji, Vice Chairman) 

Fbard the learned counsel for the applicant 

inwhich the applicant has sought earlier appointment 

as Lineman with effect from 9.12.81 on the basis of 

• 	 the judgment of this Tribunal 'in O.A.702/90. VIek 	nu.tW 

that judgment the applicanul. therein were given the 

- 	 benefit of retrospective appointment on the ground that 

the delay in their appointment was due to the challenge 

of the preceeding selection which was decided in O.A. 

117/88. Applicant claims that since the other' candidates 

in the subsequent selection were given retrospective 

promotion on the basis of the jtgment in O.A.702/90 the 
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applicant also should be given similar benefit. The 

learned counselconCedes that even though the applicant 
kt. Woo flOO7tO 

was selected in the sus ?quent selection the applicaits 

in O.A 4 702/90 nor did he make any representation in 

writinq, to t he respondents for the benefit which 

he is claiming before us. 

2. 	In the cjrcumstances we feel that the t  

application is premature as the applicant has not 

exhausted the remedy available to himrough depart-

mental representation. In deparaental representations 

the question of oral reesentation and its oral 

rejection do not Oe. Accordingly we reject this 

application as premature under Section 19(3) of the 

Administrative Tribunals Act s  We however, clarify 

that this will not prejudice the p].icant's claim 

available to him in accordance with law in case he  

represents tothe department and he feels aggrieved 

by the outcome of such representation. 

(A.v. HARIDASAN) 
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