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Commercial Complex(BDA),
Indiranagar,
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Application No, ____ 90 /88(F )
WeP. No R ot
- ~Applicant
Shri K. Rangaswamy V/e  The Divisional Railway Manager
To ' South Central Railway, Hubli

1. Shri K. Rangaswamy
Assistant Yard Master
C/e Chief Yard Master
South Central Railway
Hubli (PO & TQ)
Dharwad District

2, The Divisional Railway Manager
South Central Railway . é
Hubli
Dharwad District

3. Shri K.V. Lakshmanachar
Advocate
Ne. 4, 5th Block
Briand Square Pelics Quarters
Mysere Road, Bangalere — 560 002
Sublect: SENDING COPIES OF ORDER PASSED BY THE BENCH IN

)
C{ii;;jg/ APPLICATION NO. 90/87(F)

l 59 Please find enclosed herewith the copy of the Order/PHeeposeer

/?lassed by this Tribunal in the above said Application on  29=-6-87
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Cﬁi:;}f:fl ¢ as above.




CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
BANGALORE ’

DATED THIS THE 29th DAY OF JUNE, 1987
Present 3 Hon'ble Justice Sri K.S.Puttaswamy Vice=Chairman
Hon'ble Sri L.H.A.Rege Member (a)

APPLICATIDN H..QDZB?‘ F)

K.Rangaswamy,

Asst, vard Master,

Seuth Central Railway, ;
Hublj.. eee Alplicant

VS,
Divisienal Railway Manager,

South Central Railuay,

Hubli, ess Respondent
( Sri K.V.Lakshmanachar: ees Advocaté )

This application has ceme up befere the csurt today. .

Hen'ble Justice Sri K.S.Puttaswamy, Wice=Chairman made the fellowing
ORDER

—

Section 19 ef the Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985,

This is an aspplication made by the applicant under

2. Prior to 11.7.1983, the applicant was helding the post
of an Assistant Yard Master(AYM) in the scale et R, 330=560 (pre-
revised)e On 11.7.1983, the Divisienal Railway Manager, Hubli(DRM)
proseted the a'pplicant te the scale of Rs.425-640( Pre-revised). But
fer various reasens that‘ln. net material, he was net relieved betore
30.7.1983 and theretere he was actually holding_tha pest ef AYM in

the scale eor My 330-560 as on 30.7.1983,

3. On 30.7.1983 the DRM called fer applicatiens fer selec-
“~tion te the posts of SCORs in crade Rs.470=750(pre-revised) from
o ‘1\3‘
d;ﬁgible candidates and in pursuance of the same, the applicant made

hi;if application betrere the Divisional Persennel Ofticer{DPD) betere

I



the ltipﬁ ,ated time, But the DPD on the view that the applicant wad

drade and

net holding‘tl-u pest of AYM in the scale of%dzs-ﬁdﬂ as en 30,7,19°7
hat[ccala, did net permit

and had net -‘Lojl'iipletad two years' service in
him te abp'olf: for the written and viva=vece tests held on 9.9,1984,
end 2.1.19054":-”.(:1'.1“11. On 22,2,1985(Annexure A) the DPO had
selected 14 pu-unu frem the warisus categeries. On making mere than
ene rqronﬁé;ﬂm betere more than ene autherity, which did net meet
with any success, the applicent had appreached this Tribunal en
1642.1987 challenging the selections made en 22.2.1985 by the DPD and

his h-n-nluct.icn on a number of greunds,

4, _ In justification ef their actiens, the respendents
have tiled their reply. .
5. Sri K.Rangaswamy, whe is the applicant centends that he

was elicible te appear for the examinatienon 30.7.1983 and therefere
urges fer cancellation eof all steps taken, and the selection et can-
didates made by the DPD en 22,2,1985 and ter a directisn te held a

fresh examinatien permitting him te appear fer the same.

6e (331 K.V.Lak shmanachar, learned ceunsel appearing fer
the ronpmqﬁfmtmda that this applicatien challenging the sele-
ctions uithouf inpleading at these sﬂ&ted was net maintainable
and that even otheru.l'sa, ;no ahouild decline te intertere with the

varieus actiens ef the autherities,

Te In his applicatien, the very trirst and primary reliet
sought is te quash the order made by the BPO’ME%&.?;BS_‘aelecting

14 persons as SCORs trem diff’ermt categeries. Which itselt was the
culmination of the procees initiated by the DRM en 30.7.1983, Bqt all
those persens shlected have not been impleaded by the applicant.
Theugh they are necessary ‘parties and would be adversly artected by
granting the rlij.ef;;ought by him. UWe are of the view that this defést,
is a vital defect and we sheuld dismiss this application en this

short ground witheut examining the merits. We hewever briefly propose

to examine the merits alse.



8. ® will alse assume thatthe applicant was legally

holding the pest ef AYM in the scale or R.425-640 on 30.7.1983 end
was llloibi h appear fer trngtitt-n examination fer selectien te

the pest as on that day and examine his case on that basis.

But st.ﬂlji ste of the view that we sheuld decline te interfere on :

grounds lf tlhy and latches.

9, "E‘ﬂ,c early as on 27.8.1984( Annexure C) the DRM netitied
the names of 37 persons as eligible to appear fer the interview hew-
ever uittl’n'g,-' in that meme, the name ot the applicant. On holding
written and ﬁﬁ_a-vocs tests en 9.9.1954 and 2,1,1985, the list eof
selected caiﬁEdatas was published en 22, 2.1985. and therefore they have
also baen ‘céﬁ_l.i‘.nted. But the apﬁlicant, who has been aware of all ef
them hed _a;éprfo_achad only en 16.2.1987. The only explanatien offered
by the appl.lcmt is that he was ignerant of law'.. e denet think sa,

Even it thit 'h 80y then also' that is hardly a ground te ignhere tte

undue de’.la d und. all steps taken, the selections and appeintment

made. m this view, we decline to examine the merits.

10. Sri Lak shamanachar intorms that DRM en 15.6.1987 had
\ notitied fer meking selection to the poste ef SCORs ard the applicant

1?’{"5 undeubtedly eligible te appear tor the examinatien. We have no

_ ,-'if:doubt that ih!.luthcrities will deal with Lhis applicatien fer the

present peﬁt without reterence te the events that had. eccured earlier

or the srder. ﬁﬁi-by us.

1. - In the light of eur above discussions, we hold that the

applicatien io"r liable te be dismissed. We, theretere, dismiss the

/
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