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IN THE CENTRAL RﬁNINISTHATIUE TRIBUNAL : HYDERABAD BENCH

AT HYDERABAD

0.,A, 817/91. Dt;DP Decision : 30=9-94,
M.K. Prakasa Rao | .+ Applicant.
Us

I

1. Rail India Technical and Egonomic
Sarvices Limited (A Govt. of India
undertaking) rep. by the General
Manager, lragi‘Oivision, 13,Community
Centpe, Sakat,New Delhi-17(RITES).

2. The General Manager,
SE Rly, Garden Reach,
Calcutta.

3. The Divisionsl Railway Maneagsr,
SE Rly, Vi sakhapatnam.-

4. The Railway Board,

rep. by its Secretary,
New Delhi. : +«s Respondan ts,

Counsel Por the Applicant : Mr. K.V, Subrahmanya Narusu

Counsel for the Rgspondents : Mr. N,R. Devaraj,3r.CGSC.

CORAM:

THE HON'BLE SHRI A.Y. HARIDASAN : MEMBER (JuDL.) .

THE HON'BLE SHRI A.B. GORTHI : MEMBER (ADMN.)
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0. A. 817/91. -~ Dt.of Decision : 30-9-84.

ORDER

I As per Hon’ble Shri A.Y. Haridasan, Member (Judl.) f

When the applicant was working as A=Grade Oriver
under the third respondent, he vas selected for sgcondment
to Iraq as category E, Assistant Loce Driver by an order
dt. 11.2.1988 of the first respondent. On the basis of
the selectiuﬁ7an agresment yas executed between the applicant
and the first pgspondent by which according to tha applicant
he was entitled to get a monthly salary of Rs. 8,113/-. He
served for about a year and thereaftsr hs was rspatriated.
The applicant's grievance is that though he was entitled
to monthly salary of Ré. 9,119/-; he was paid salary only
ab the rate of Rs. 7,806/- and that,he was not given the
upgradation gs b category-D and.also)that he was not given
a month's bay in lieu of notice before he was repatriated.
The applicant got a lauwyer notice issusd to the Pirst
respondentfto which; he received a reply turning downhi s
demand for upgfadation to caﬁagory D. Therefore, the applicant
has Piled this application on 18-2-1991 praying Rex that,
appropr{ate direction may be. issued to the pgspondents to

pay to him a sum of Rs. 74,252,45 ps, being the difference

/
in pay and allowances and the pay for gsalary for one manth
in lieu of notice and ths salary which should have been paid

to him ip case he was upgraded to category O.

2a Notices yere issued before admission to the
respond snts, The notice of the first respondsent yas

returned unservadﬁ whereas, Shri N.R.Devaraj, Sr. standing

v

counsesl Poe-the-refpnndenxs appeared on behalf of the Railways,
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Copy to:

" 1. The General Mamber, Iraqui Division,
Rail India Technical and Economic Services Limited

(A Govt. of India undertaking)_ 13, Communlty Centre,

Saket, New Dslhi - 17 (RITES)J

2. The

General Manager, South Eastarn Ralluay,

Garden Rgach, Calcutta,
3. The Divisional Railuasy Manager, South Eastern Railuay,
Visakhapatnam,

4, The
S. One
6. One
7. One
8., One

YLKR

lig

Wzﬁ”"“)-

Secretary, Railway Board, New Delhx. 3 #-Yﬂé/“
copy to Mr.K.V.Subrahmanya Narusu,, deocath,
cosy to Mr.N.R.Devraj, Sr.CGSC,CAT,Hyderabad.

.copy to Library, CAT,Hydarabad

copy for spare.

gayiel e,

.Hyderabad.




But on hehalf ‘of the respondents 2 and 3 aies. nc reply

was filed. When the matter came up again bé?ora us today

Shri N.R.Devaraj, learned cuunsel Pcr the respondents 24%5'5r////
appeared and contended that gs the appllcant has.not so far
made any reprasentatlon in regard to his grlevanca to

. 3 o he . o @)

raepondsnt No 2 and 3 and has apprnaciﬂﬁpé Trlbunal _after
sanding a legal notice to:the Rirst rgspondentzJ the
respondent 2 ‘and 3 cannot nouw grant any relief to the
,applicént and the propar#uurse left Por him could have

besn to approach the respomen® No, 2 and 3 ?irst. e are

of the considered view that this point has bseen well takep .
’fhs applicant before approaching the Tribunal in this Casi}
ghould have actuallyrprujectad his grievance in an appropriate

-

o
representation to th?g,emplnyer Flrsgyso thayjtha respondents
2 and 3 Eéyld have taken up the matter with the Pirst rsspondent
and probably settled the issus. Under thess circumstance%)

we are of the considered view that i? would be pppropriagg

to direct the applicant to maks a representation to—puf=—forth . .
all his grisvancs in regard to his services undaer RITES to

the gecond respondent and a direction to pespondent No.2

to take up the matter with the Pirst respondentm and to ses

that the matter is sattled.

3. In the rgsult, the application is disposed .of at
the admission Stag%zdirecting the applicant to submit a

rapresentation to the sgcond respondent projecting all his
gitisvance in regard to ssrvices under the first respondent
within a period of one month from the date of communication

of this order and yith a direction to the second respondent to

kg taks up the matter with the first respondent if a rapresantatl n
S -J-b /}\:S‘au’ pPess

as aforesaid has beepn receivsd fProm the a licant and ttle thz
q,])’ PP ~ a8

issus without much delay.

{A.B. GO THI; (A.Vs ARIDASAN) A

MEMBER ( ADMN, MEMBER(JUDL. ) ‘?r
Dated : 30th Sept. 1994. ﬁ'}/,ﬂq
Biétdted in Cpen Court. Tiw)
T)ngu&7r Eﬁ%ﬁig: N
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Admitted and Interim Directions
Issuled.

\—_\/”-‘/—

Oism séed. ?
| 2O 2
Dismisked as withdrawn, ,

Dismissxd Por Default.
Re jegted

No grdar a

rdered.

to costs../’//A





