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| .2.109/97, Dt, of Decision B 25-13-2€,
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} 1. The General Manager,
| _ SE Rly, Garden Reach,
\ Calcutta-43i
i i
| 2. The Chief Sécurity Commissicrer,
Z Railway Protection Ferce,
t SE Rly, Garcden Reach,
l Calcutta-43.r
| 3. The Chief Fersonml Officey
SE Rly, Garden Regach,
L Calcutta-»3,] .+ Reésnondents,
|
| |
| Counsel for thefapplicant * Mr.T.Bhaskara Reddy
| Counsel for the respondents Mr.C.V.Malls Reddy,sc For miys,
|
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| THE HON'BLE SHRT R.RANGARAJAN : MEMBER ( ADMN. )
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t - THE HON'BLE SHRI £.5,7a1 PARAMESIWAR : MEMBER (Tupt,, )
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ORAL CRDER (PER HCN'BLE SHRI R. RANMGARAJAN : MEMBER (ADMM

None for the applicant, Heard Mr.C.V.Malla Read
As it is a case of
1997 it is disposed of under Rule 15(1) of the CAT (Proce

Rules, 1989,

Y

learred counsel for the respendents.

2. No reply has been fiied in this CA, The learne

counsel for the gespondents submit that inspite of repea
remainders to the respendents no parawise remarks has bee
given to him for filing the reply. We are unhappy with

above submission, We express our dis-pleasure and that
f
be put up to the DRM of his information so that this may

receated in future, The DRM should inform us in reqgard

instructions to the secticn for ensuring the filing of re

time within a period of two menths from the date of rece

a copv of this judgement,

3. The applicant while working as OS Gr-II under +

Divisional Security Commissioner, SE Railway,

was considered for promotion for the post of OS Gr-1 in

scale of pay of Rs. 2000-3200/- and the same was offerred +

from 1-11-92 orwards and

was posted at DSS office KUR,

applicant was to retire on 31-12-93, applicant subm
that as he was at the end of his ggzgigmznt he could not |

ouk the transfer op bremotion to KUR as 05 Gr.i

cadres,
T€S. But his pequest abrears to have been rejecteq an

informeg by letter No.389/937 dated 24-12._

I

1992 (Annexure-4
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“ otion to the post ¢f 05 Gr-I\f
he was &e#aéned!for prom

| om which the posting
one year from 10%09-92 i,e., the date fieem whic P

on. i _ : .
order éﬁg promotipn to 05 Gr-I dated 10-09-92 was origithally

issued in terms of para-1 of the Railway Board's letter dated
or |

21-1-65, Hence, | the applicant did not get promotion +ill he

retired from service on 31-12-93,

4.

This OAiis filed praving for a declaration that the

ir_action of the respondents in not promoting him as CS 6r-I
from 1=3~-93 igs ifregular and for & consequential directjion to

pay the financian benefits as par the R

allway Board order,
5.

. A
The applicant hag submitteqﬁnumber of reprecentaticns

for retaining himiat Waltair in the higher grade post gs 0OS Gr-1
instead of postiné him at KUR. But it appears that those

> reguests
have not been acceded to and he was informed by letter J

0.389/92
dated 24-12-99 (Aﬁnexure

=4) that his refusal for promotion is
accerted and he wiﬂl not be considered for o

romotion for a period

|
of one year from the date of issye of the promotion ordey

o

« If the

applicant is aggriéved by the letter fated 24-12-92 he should have
I

approached this Tribunal challenging that letter within g

vear,
Butlunfortunately, he filed thig CA only on 6-

12-1996 i.e.
|

» 2bout
4 vears after the issue of the letter dated 24;12—92,

The lapplicant
also kept Juite fromiapproaching

| the forum even after his

et irement
for about 3 vears,

1That shows that the applicant was not
in pursuing his case,

| But it appears¢?e has filed thig CA
some benefits if it is

granted bv the Tribunal,

|

the applicant cannot: be accepted,
|

interesteg

to get

Such attityde of

Furthgr it ig seen that
applicant has not challenged the lette
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theLOA. -&fnee,:}hq@pplicant was notLyostedLafter the expiry

of ope vear period, presumably because no post was vacané before

his retirement after the expiry of the one year period,

6. Considering all the facts we feel that there is| no

merit in this QA, Hence,

the CA is dismissed. WMo costs
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" The Chiaf Smcurity Cmmm;sslmnar, Railuay prutactlan Force,

Tha Ganeral Mana gar, Seuth Eastern Hailwéy,‘ .
Garden Reach, Ealcutta.‘ :

[

Seuth Eaasteen Railuay, Garden Asash, Calgutta,

Tha Chief Personnel (OffPicer,, Sauth Eastarn Ralluay,
Garden Reach Calcutta. )

One c@py,tm Rr. T,ahaskara Rmddy,ﬁdvacat@ CAT Hyﬁerabad.
One copy tm mr CeV.Malla Heddy,ﬁddl LGbC, RT Hydaraba-

One copy. t@ B.R(A),CAT Hyderabud. _
One Duplicate cspy. - : o
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M.A.101/97 1n OA SR 3948/96 THE CbNTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

HYDiZhe.3-D 3uNCH,

Mr.D.Dhilleswara Rao for applicant

LS

Mr. V,Rajeswara Rao for Mr. C.V. - :
Malla Reddy.for respondents, : T :
T T j M. Ao, \O\.ThI§§?>

Notice to the respondents to
show cause why delay be not condo- : Sq ,
ned. Mr. V.Rajeswara Rao, | OtA.ﬁo.___E5C1\\8' 1996
Standing Counsel now appears for
Mr. C.V.Malla Reddy for respondents

[} P u__
‘rgﬁgﬁgﬁghitg{to-the orders of the -
. court. In the circumstances of

the case, delay is condoned.
0.A. be registered.
M.A< disp_osed' of.
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Mr.

" Sr. Addl. Standing Counsel for
C.C.RlyS.
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