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CORAM: 

The Hon'ble Mr. N 'Dharmadan, Judicial (lember 

and 

The Hon'ble Mr. R iangarajan, Administrative 11ernber 	
0 	 - 

Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the Judgement ? 
To be referred to the Reporter or not 
Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgement ?L 
To be circulated to all Benches of the Tribunal ?'0 

JUDGEMENT 

Shri N. Dharmadan, Jil 

The applicant is aggrieved byenia1 of respondents to 

re—engage him considehis earlier service fro, 1981 till 

- 26.10.86. 

2 	 According to the applicant from 26.10.86 he was not 

called for any work even though work was available. He studied 

u8th standard and also, beongs to S- community. • For getting 

re—engagement, the appiicants 'father and the applicant filed 

representations at Annexure—I and Annesure—TI before the 

Divisional Railway (lanager, Paighat and Senior Divisiona,l 

Personnel officer, Paighat. 

3 	When the case was taken up for admission, learned 

• Counsel for the applicant brought to Our notic. a letter 
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issued by the Divisional Personnel Jfficer, Paighat 

Division dated 30.1.93 calling upom members of SC 

community who had prior service inthe Railway for 

submitting application forconsidering in Group D posts 

in the Paighat Division, according to which the applicant 

being a SC candidate and also having prior service in 

the Railway is entitled to get re—employment in t he 

railway. It is further submitted that though the applicant 

had submitted a representation dated 10.2.93 before the 

Divisional Personnel Officer, Palghat in response to the 

above notification, the same has not yet been disposed 

of. 

4 	Having regard to the facts and circumstances, 

the learned counsel for the applicant submittedthat the 

application may be disposed of, in the interest of 

justice, with appropriate directions to Respor'dent-2. 

5 	We have also heard the learned counsel for the 

respondents who has no objection in disposing of this 

as suggested by the learned counsel for the applicant. 

6 	Having heard the counsel on both sides, we are 

satisfied that interest Of justice in the case would be 

met, if we dispose of the application directing Respondent2 

to consider the applicant for re—engagement in the 

reserved quota for SC on the basis of his representation 

dated 10.2.93 stated to have been submitted by the 

applicant before Respondent-2, which if not received 

by him, he may treat Annexure—I and II as representations 

z 
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submitted pursuant to the notif'icat.ion for getting 

re—engagement in the reserved quota and dispose of 

the same in accordance with law. This shall be done 

within two nonths from the date of receipt of  a copy 

of this judgment. 

7 	The application is disposed of as above. 

There will be no order as to costs. 

(R Rangarajan) 
Rdministratjve ?lember 

(N Dharmadan) 
Judicial Ilemnber 

22.3.93 
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