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OA.No.l00/2017

CENTRAL ADMINTSTRJATI\IE TRTBUNAL,
MT'MBAI BENCII, MUMBAI .

o.A.No.LOO/20t7

Dated this Thursday the 9th day of February,2OLT.

Coram: Honrble Shri Arvind ,f . Rohee, Member (,t).
Hon'ble Ms . B. Bhamathi, Meml>er (A) .

Mr. Dattaram Deoji, aged 59 years
InTnrLi n^ rq I /l=nn--^ tvrv! A!rrY qo uotrglttd.tl
Under Sr. Section Engineer (p/Way)
PEN/ Central_ Railway and
Residing at village Maleghar,
Post Kandalpada,
Ta.PEN, District Raigad, p:-'n 402 IOj.

(By Advocate shri's. N. piLlai) 
Applicant'

Versus
l.UNION OF INDIA, through

The General Manager,
Central Ral-Iway,
CST, Mumbai- 400 001.

2.The Division Railway Managerl
Central Railway,
CST,. Mumbai- 400 001.

3.Sr. Divisionaf Englneer (CO)
Central- Railway,
CST, Mumbai- 400 001.

Respondents.

ORDER (ORA],)
Per : Arvind ,J. Rohee, Member (iludicial)

Tha rnnl i n=n]- WhO iS WOrki no asvYv! r!rrlY qJ

Trackman with the respondents at PEN' in district

Raigad approached this Tribunal- under Section 79 of

Administrative Tribunals Act 1985 for seekino

retirement and appoj-ntment for his son in Group 'D'

under LARSGESS Scheme. The fol-lowinq reliefs are

sought in this OA:-

".i.) that this Hon'bf e Tribunal
be pfeased to direct the
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respondents to consider the case
of the Applicant for retirement
under the I Liberal_izes Active
Retirement Scheme for Guaranteed
Enploynent for Safety Staff,,
and if the applicant sa tisfy the
requirements for retirement as
on the date of his application,
aL'low hin to retire, with
immediate af f anl- -^-i.^^gagaLrt> L
appointnent of his son.

ii) Cost of this AppJication be
awarded.

Iii) Any other and further
reJ-ief as this Hon,bl_e Court may
deem fit and proper under the
circumsLances of the case.,,

2. Today when the matter was cal-l-ed out for

admission, we have heard the submi-ssions of Shri S.

N. Pillai, learned Advocate for the applicant. We

have carefull-y gone through the case record.

3. The applicant submitted hj_s application

dated 2L.02.2013 (Annexure A-1) for seekinq

retirement and for appointment of his son under

LARSGESS Scheme. It is his srievance that office

note was prepared by the Divisional_ personnel

Office on 10.08.2013 (Annexure A-6) However, there

is no progress in the matter and a fal_s'e reply was

given to the RTI query that his application was not

receivcd.

4. It is thus obvious that there is no

impugned order passed by the respondents as such

which can be judicially reviewed. Hencer we are of

the considered view that ends of iustice will be
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met in case appropriate directions are issued to

the respondents for redressal of the applicant's

grievance.

5. The respondent no.2 is, therefore,

directed to consj-der and pass an appropriate and

reasoned order, according to l-aw on the pending

application of the applicant by considering the

provisions of LARSGESS Scheme within a period of B

weeks from the date of receipt of certified copy of

this order and 'communicate the same to the

applicant at the earliest, who will be at liberty

Eo approach the appropriate forum in case his

grievance stiII persists.

6. The OA stands disposed off accordingly

with the above directions at the admission stage

and keeping al-I tegal pleas open, and without

issuing notice to the respondents.

7. Registry to forward copy of this order to

E.he respondents along with one spare set of OA for

taking necessary steps by respondent no.2

(Ms. B.Bhamathi)
Member (A)
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t{ember (J)


