
CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
BANGA LORE BENCH 

REGISTERED 

Commercial Cornp].ex(BDA) 
Indiranagar 
Bangalore - 560 038 

Dated : 	 çp 

APPLICATION NO 	 114 	 /87(F) 

W.P. NO. 	 • 

4pplicant 

Shri R. Shivaraj 

To 

Shri R. Shivaraj 
Head Draftsman 
Divisional Railway Manager/ 
Works/Office 
Southern Railway 
Bangalore - 560 023 

'Shri S. Mahadevan 
Advocate 
53, Subedax' Chatram Road 
Bangalore - 560 009 

3, t The General-Manager 
Southern Railway 
Park Town 
Madras - 3 

4. Shri II, Srearangaieh 
Railway Advocate 
3 9  S.P. Building, 10th Cross 
Cubbonpat Main Road 
Bangalore - 560 002 

Repondent 

V/s 	The GM. Southern Rly, Madras 

RECELVE° 4M 

Viar?! 
	 TYVb 

o-f-- 

. 

V 	Subject : SE1iDING COPIES OF ORDER PASSED BY THE BENCH 

Please find enclosed herewith the copy of ORDER, 

passed by this Tribunal in the above said application on 	13-1-88 

A 

End : As above 

..:.. 	• 	••..• 



CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 

BANGALORE 

DATiD THIS THE 13TH DAY 01 JANUARY, 1988 

Hon' ble Shri Justice K.S. Puttasuamy, Vice-Chairman 
Prasejj 	 and 

J Hon'ble ShriL.H.A. Rego, Member (A) 

APPLICATION NO. 114/1987 

Shri R. Shivaraj, 
si/c late B. Racha, 
Head Draftsman, 
Divisional Railway Manager/ 
Works/Office, SoutherA Railway, 
Bangalore-23. 

(Shri S. Mahadevan, Advocate) 

V. 

Applicant 

The General Manager, 
Southern Railway, 
Park Town 
Madras. 	 *000 	 Respondent. 

(Shri M. Sreerangaiah, Advocate) 

This application having come up for hearing to-day, 

Vice-Chairman made the following: 

3RD ER 

This is an application nade by the applicant 1under 

Section 19 of the Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985 

the Act'). 

2, 	Prior to 31 .3.1975 the applicant was working as a 

Senior Draftsman (SD) in the Southern Railway in the 

then time scale of I.425-700. On 1.4.1975 he was pro-, 

moted as a Head Draftsman (HD) in theçthen time scale 

of Rs,550-750. 

H 



- 
On 9.51985 the Chief Personnel Officer, Southern 

Railway, f'ladras (CP0) reverted the applicant as SD and 

posted him to Bangalore Division (AnnexJre-A). In pur-

suance of this order, the applicant reported for duty 

as SD at Bangalore. On 30.4.1986 the GPO again promoted 

the applicant and several ot?ers with whom we are not 

concerned as HO with effect from 15.4.186 (Annexure-C) 

on an ad hoc basis and he has been working as HO eveit 

since than. 

On 9.3.1987 the applicant,japproac had this Tribunal 

challenging the order of reversion made by the GPO on 

9.5.1985 and for a declaration that his service from 

1.6.1985 to 15.4.1986 be treated as HD. 

The Respondents, in supporting the order of rever-

sion and the promotion of the applicantfrom 15.4.1986 

have urged that his application was barred by time. 

Shri S. Mahadevan, learned Counsl for the appli-

cant contends that the reversion of his client was un-

justified and illegal and that in any event he should 

have been promoted from 1.6.1985 when one of his juniors 

as promoted onuhich ground the service from 1.6.1985 

o 15.4.1986 be treated as HD only. 

Shri M. Sreerangaiah, learned CoUnsel for the res-

pondents refuting the contentions of SrL Mahadevan con- 

tends that th 	application itslf was barred by time. 
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In his order dated 9.5.1985 the CPO without 

expressly using the term 'reversion' had definitely 

reverted the applicant from HD to SD and had posted 

him as SD only. We have noticed that the applicant 

was later promoted as HD from 15.4.1986. 

The period of limitation prescribed for filing 

an application under Section 21 of the Act is one year 

from the date of the order. If so, then the challenge 

of the applicant against 	the order dated 9.S.1985 

is clearly barred by time. When that is so, this appli, 

cation in so far as it challenges the order dated 

9.5.1985 of the CPO is liable to be rejected without 

examining its merits. When we do so, we must also hold 

that the order of reversion had become final. 

In his application, the applicant has not challenged 

the order of promotion and has not sought for direction 

to promote him from 1.6.1985 instead of from 15.41986. 

If that is so then, it follows that the promotion takes 

effect from 15.4.1986 and not from any earlier date. 

When that is so, then this Tribunal giving an earlier 

date than the one given by the CPU in his order made on 

30.4.1986 does not arise. On this short ground the claim 

of the applicant for a declaration cannot be granted. 

On the view we have expressed, it is unnecessary 

to examine the other questions and therefore they are not 

examined. 
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12. 	On the foregoing discussion we Iold that this 

application is liable to be dismissed. 
~ Us, therefore, 

dismiss this application. But in the circumstances of 

the case we direct the parties to bear their sun costs. 

2l 
qember (A) I ' 

bsv/MrV. 	 TRUE COP' 
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CENTRAL AD11INISTP'T!'JE TRIBWAL. 
BANGALORE 6E;c:: 

REGISTERED 

Commercial Complex (BOA) 
md iranagar 
Bangelore - 560 038 

Dated * L1JUL196 
REVIEW APPLICATION NO. 	 / 28 	 / Be 
IN APPLICATION NO. 114/87(F) 

W.P. NO.  

ppliôant(s) 	 Respondent(s) 

Shri P. Shiváraj 	 V/s 	The General Manager, Southern Railway, Madras 
To 

.1. Shri R. Shivaraj 
Head Draught8man 
Office of the Divisional Railway Menager( Works) 
Southern Railway 
Bangalore - 560 023 

Shri S. Mahadevan 
Advocate 
53, Subedar Chathram Road 
Banga lore - 560 009 

The General Manager 
Southern Railway 
Park Town 
Madras - 600 003 

4, Shri N. Sreerangaiah 
Railway Advocate 
3, (Near Srea Lodge) 
10th Cross, Cubbonpat 
Bangs loxe - 560 002 

Subject . 	ENDING COPIES OF ORDER PASSED BY THE BENCH 
	 S 

Please find enclosed herewith the copy of ORDER/W&/i 6()cJøoOBOOk 
passed by this Tribunal in the above saic 	 tion(s) on 	4-788 

Al" ' 
jl 

Encl 	As above 	 (JuDIcIAL) 



Shivaraj 

Rahadevan 

Date I 

In the Central Administrtjve 
Tribu rial Ban galore Bench, 

Bangalore 
Review Application No. 28/88 

V/a 	The General Manager, Southern Aly, Madree 

Order Sheet (contd) 
M. Sreerangaiah 

Office Notes 	 Orders of Tribunal 

4.7.88 

After the arguments 
heard for some time, Sri 
learned counsel for the appiiant 
prays for permissi on to wi-t-hd.pau 

with liberty reserved for 
4--0 n 	V; rr4- 1-r 2r,y.r-2ph fkc 

T R 4 	
L I I 	 ).J F' - _ 	• 	* 	-' -' 

( 	

. #.juthorities in the first instance 
work out his remedies. 

'consider it proper to grant-
s prayer. We, therefore, 

ti11 miss this application as 
)yjhdrawn. o 	 / 

'JC 1\1'" 	11(A) 
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bPUTY REGISTRAR 

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL / 
BANGALORE 


