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DATED THIS THE 30TH DAY OF NUVEﬁBER, 1998
Hon'ble Shri Justice K.S. Puttaswamy, Vice-Chairman

Presenté and :
Hon'ble Shri L.H.A. Rego, Member (A)

APPLICATION NOS, 518 TO 521 /1988

1. Shri V. Rajagopalan,
S/o TN . Venkatarathnam-
Chettiar, Aged about
57%wyears,

2., Shri G.0. Lakshman,
S/o Govindan,. '
aged about 56 years,

3. Shri Narayan,
S/o Krishnaiah,
aged about 53 years,

4. Shri S, Nagendra,
S/o late P.5. Subba Rao,
aged about 50 years, o Applicants.
(All are Commercial Clerks,
HBC, Southern Railuay,
Bangalore.)

(shri M. Raghavendrachar, Advocate)

Ve

1. The Chief Perscnnel 0Officer,
Southern Railway,
Park Town, Madras=3.

2. The Divisional P---=nnel
Cfficer, Souther~ -~ siluway,
Bangalore Division, _
Bangalore. _ vece Respondents.

(shri M. Sreerangaiah, Advocate)

These applications having come up for hearing to-day,

.y 1rf'\\°;\%$ce—Chairman.made the following:
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1¥5:ﬁﬂ?ﬂiz These are applications made by the applicants under .

Section 19 of tk- - -istrative Tribunals Act, 1985

(*the Act').
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2 The applicants have been or uerq[gs Commercial
Clerks, claim.that they are entitled' for the benefit of
the orders made by the.Railuay Board'on 20;12 1983
(Annexura-Z) from 1.1.1984, as also decxdad by this Tri-
bunal in D. SATYANARAYANA RAC AND OTHERS v, DIVISIUNAL
RAILWAY MANAGER, MYSORE AND OTHERS (Applications Nos.
755 to 760 of 1987 and connected cases decided on 24.11,

|

1987). On that basis they seek for similar directions

as in Sathyc-arayana Rao's case and for a dirsction to

.cancel the/examinations held thereto.

3. The respondents have resisted these applications

on the very grounds urged in Sathyanarayana Rao's case.

4. We have -heard Shri M, Raghavendrachér, learned
counsel for the applicants and Shri M, Sreerangaiah, learned

counsel for the respondents.

5. We find that the facts in these cases and the
questions which arise for our determination are very similar
to Sathyanarayana Rao's casas. If that is éé, then for the
very reasons stated in Sathyanarayana Rao'slcasa, we are

bount to issue the very directions issued by us in those

cases'in these cases also,

6. On the examlnatlons already held or to be held, the

question has not been examlned —~in Sathyanarayana Rao s

~case, Even otherulse we are of the vieuw that the exami-

natlons held or to be held are totally dlrrerent matters

which have to be agitated 1n separate applioations. On

this we leave open this question to be decided by the -

-autncrities in accordance with law. UWe need hardly say



/- "~ that if the decision of the authorrties goes against the

applicants, they are undoubtedly entitled to challenge
the sams in ssparate applicatlons on all such grounds as
are available to them. “With the disposal of these Cases,
the authorities are Free to declare the results of exami-
nations if any already held also,

7. For'fhe very reasons stated in Sathyanarayana Rao's
case ue direct the respondents to consider the cases of the
appllcants and such .other ellglble officers for promotlon
to the respective grades of Commercial Clerks as on 1.1.1984,
as directed by the Board, in its CirCUler-dated 20.12.1983,

in the Rules, and in the orders that uwere in force as on

- -Pp7~ ~-Xhat day, and promote all such eligible and suitable persons
_;‘T:;:t4;fto\£§e‘respective grades to which they were entitled as en
_{;l %_‘x‘ {\% 1984, in the first 1nstance and then regulate all other

%‘: ' 4%;5?§33m0 ions arising thereafter from tlme to time on that
‘%>-{/1 /b331s, denylng all monetary beneflts, if any, that they may
\\\{\ //become entitled to, till thay are actually promoted and

shoulder hlgher.respon51b111tles. But, in all other respects
the same should be given effect to by the respondents; We
further ditect the respondents to comply with these directions
with all such expedition as is possible in the circumstances

of the cases and in any event within a period of four months

from the date of this order.
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8. Applications are disposed of in the above terms,
But in the circumstances of the- cases, ue dlrect the parties

to bear their oun costs, . ' i
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