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By A,K.Gaur, Judicial Member
The applicant]?sﬁbmitted a representation dated
28,9.,2004 requesking for the grant of restructuring
benefit for promption to the post of 0S-II in the

scale of Rs.5500-9000 and the said representation

was considered by the Railway Administratien and by

Jetter dated 25.1&.04 the competent authority has

passed an order,]the concluding paragraph ef which

reads as under: |

"As he requested for abserption in Engg.
Deptt, under ADEN/PND is net acceptable,
He cannet compare the seniority with the
seniority in ether cadre, Therefere, he

has te continue in Elect.,Deptt. only and
progress further in the same Deptt,"

2, On the same éate. a representation was made
by the Unien te %he competent autherity and the
same was decidedion 10,2,06 and in this erder,

it has been spec;fically mentiened that the case

has already been}examined in terms of extant rules

and further reviTw indicates ne scepe te re-epen
the same, Hence qhe item may please be treated as

|

Clesed,

i
3. We have alse censidered the same and we are eof

the considered opinion that the case has already been
dispesed ef by the competent autherity as far back as en
25,11,2004 and tﬂe matter has beceme time barred,

4, In view of thb delay, we de net find any need te
interfere in the hatter. Hence the OA is dismissed,
No costs, ;
: (Dr.G.C.Sri

Vice Chairman



