
REGISTERED 

CENTRL AD(V1INISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
BANCALORE BENCH 

Commercial Complex(BDA), 
Indiranagar, 
Bangalore - 560 038 

Dated : 

Application No. 	90 	_/8&(r ) 

W.P. No 	 I / 

- Applicant 

Shri K. Ranaswamy 	V/e 	The Divisional Railway Manager 
To 
	 South Central Railway, Hubli 

Shri K. Ranqaswa.y 
Asejatant Yard Meeter 
C/a Chief Yard Master 
South Central Railway 
Hub].j (P0 & TQ) 
Oharwad District 

The Divisional Railway Manager 
South Central Railway 
Hublj 
Oharwad District 

Shri K.V. Lakshmanachar 
Advocate 
No. 4, 5th Block 
Briand Square Police Quarter. 
Ryeore Road, Bangalor. - 560 002 
Sublect: SENDING COPIES OF ORDER PASSED BY THE BENCH IN 

APPLICATION NO. 	90/87(F) 	- 

ql~  Please find enclosed herewith the copy of the 

) lassed by this Tribunal in the above said Application on 

End : as above. 
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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBLJWAL 
BAN GALORE 

DATED THIS THE 29th DAY or JUNE, 1987 

Presont : Hon'ble Zlustice Sri K.5.Puttaswerny 

Hon'bIe Sri L.H.A.Rsg. 

APPLICAT ION N. .90187(F) 

K.Rangaswamy, 
Asat. Yard Master, 
Ssuth Central Railway, 
Hubli, 	000 

vs. 

Vic .-Chai roan 

Nber (*) 

Applicant 

Divisional Railway Manager, 
South Central Railway, 
Hubli. 	... 	Respondeit 
( Sri K.V.LaksManachar, 	.,. 	Advocat ) 

This application has ceme up before the csurt today. 

Hsn'ble 3ustice Sri K.S.Puttaswariiy, Vice-Chairman made the follewirig s 

ORD ER 

This is an application made by the applicant under 

Section 19 of the Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985. 

2. 	Prior to 11.7.1983, the applicant was hslding the post 

of an Assistant Yard Maeter(AYM) in the scale it .330-560 (pre-

revised). On 11.7.1983, the Divisional Railway Manager, Hubli(DRM) 

proHted the applicant to the scale of .425-640(Pre-revieed). But 

for various reasons that irs net material, he was not relieved before 

30.7.1983 and theretsre he was actually helding the p.st of AYM in 

the scale at .330-560 as an 30.7.1983. 

3, 	On 30.7.1983 the DRM called for •pplicati.ns far selec- 

tion to the posts or SCORe in çrade .470-750(pre-r.vjsed) from 

ff 	' 	s.tjgible candidates and in pursuance of the same, the applicant made 

hi application betsre the Divisional Perssnns]. Officar(DPD) before 



the stipulated time, But the DPO on the view that the applicant web 

not holding the pest of AYM in the scale it .425-640 as an 30.7.19" 
rade and 

and had not comp1.eted two years' service in hatLscale,did not permit 

him to appear for the written and viva-vice tests hold on 9.9.1984, 

and 2.1.1985 respectively. On 22.2.1985(Annexurs A) the DPO had 

select€d 14 person, from the various cat.gsries. On making more than 

one reprssontatien befere more than one autherity, which did not meet 

with any success, the applicant had appreached this Tribunal an 

16.2.1987 challenging the selections made an 22.2.1985 by the DPO and 

his non—selection on a number of grsunde. 

In justification of their actions, the respondents 

have filed thur reply. 

Sri K.Rangaswamy, who is the applicant contends that he 

was eli ibis to appear for the examinati.nen 30.7.1983 and theret.re  

urges for cancellation at all steps taken, and the selection or can-

didatee made by the DPO on 22.2.1985 and fir a direction to held a 

fresh exinatien permitting him to appear for the same. 

Sri K.V.Laksheanachar, learned counsel appearing for 

the respondt,p.ntmds that this application challenging the sele— 

ctions witheut impleading 	th.ee Fabted was not maintainable 

and that even stherwise, we should decline to interfere with the 

varisus actisna ei the authorities. 

In his application, the very first and primary relief 

sought is to quash the order made by the DPO22.2.8 selecting 

14 persons as SCORs from different categories. Which itself was the 

/ culmination of the process initiated by the DRM an 30.7.1983. But all - 
those persona selected have not been impleaded by the applicant. 

Theugh they are necessary parties and would be adversly artected by 

granting the raliersought by him. We are of the view thatthisdeft, 

is a vital defect and we should diemiss this application an this 

short ground without examining the mcrits. We however briefly propose 

to examine the sante also. 



I 	 .. 

We will also assume thatthe  applicant was legally 

holding the post of AYM in the scale or Rs.425-640 on 30.7.1983 and 

was eligible to appear for tewtitton examination for selection to 

the post of SCOR as an that day and examine his case on that basis. 

But still we are of the view that we shauld decline to interfere on 

grounds of delay and latches. 

As early as on 27.8.1984(Annexure C) the DR1 notified 

the names of 37 persons as eligible to appear for the interview hew—

ever omitting, in that memo, the name of the applicant. On holding 

writton and viva-voce tests an 9.9.1984 and 2.1.1985, the list of 

selected candidates was published on 22.2.1985 and therefore they have 

also been appointed. But the applicant, who has been aware of all of 

them had approached only an 16.2.1987. The only explanation offered 

by the applicant is that he was igorant or law.. We denat think so. 

[van it that is 54 than also that is hardly a ground to igore tie 

unctie delay and undo all steps takan, the selections and appointment 

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

Sri Lakshamanachar informs that DRN on 15.6.1987 had 
/ 

, notified for makinc selection to the posts of SCORe artl the applicant 

flu 	 •is undoubtedly eligible to appear for the examination. We have no 
l, 

doubt that the authorities will deal with his application for the 

presant post without reterance to the events that hsd. sccured earlier 

or the order isdo-by to, 

11. 	In the light of our above discussions, we hold that the 

C 	 application is liable to be dismissed. We, therefore, dismiss the 

application, but in the circumstances of the case, we direct the 

partice to boor their •w ceets, 

 

!ElBER (A) 


