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- CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL -
" CALCUTTA BENCH.
_ : KOLKATA :
OA. 350/678/2016 ) ‘ Date of Order: 30.01.2019
Present ’ ‘Hon'ble Ms. Bidisha Banerjee, Judicial Member

Shri Krisan Ho, son of late Sringeri Ho, aged about 42

years, residing at Near Durga Mandir, Chota Ayma,
Ward No. 32, Kharagpur- 721 304.

........... Applicant.

-versus-

1. Union of lndié, through the General Manager,
South Eastern Railway, Garden Reach, Kolkata-
700043.

2. The Chief Personne! Officer, S.E. Railway, Garden

“Reach, Kolkata- 700043

. 3. The'Divisienal Railway Manager , South Eastern
__"Railway,, Kharagpur- 721301,
\',h o ) -Qﬁ:'l'.. R

" i .

. W AT PR A

SN R T A X\ :
W 4. £7he S/ Divisional-Rersonnel Officer-1, South

dilway, Kharagpur- 721301.
[ "‘,'.1; - : .

EETI Respondents.

For the Applicant MrA(};{ékra borty: Cou\nsel
‘ Ms. PMondal Counsel #
For the Respondents . : Ms. Garg} RoyCounseI
. _O.‘RDER(.Ora!) N
Per Ms, Bidisha Banerjee, JM:
Heard both.
2. It transpires from the records that on being referred to by the DRM on

- 2'.34.9;3.5()-10. the D.l. had issued a certificate on 19.05.2010 certifying certificate no. 721
dated 08.04.2010 as a genuine one, 'yef on 05.10.2012 the DRM rejected the case
5 W|thout any 'rhyme or reason, and thus arbitréfily as‘_he “did not find any merit of the
.case' for further consideration’”.
3. Sin‘cé the reason for rejection was not explicit in the order dated 05.10.2012 and
repeétgd representatidné to thé authorities have failed to elicit response, the éppiicant
preferred OA. 1068/15. It was disposed of vide ofder dated 18.01.2016 with fiberty to

the applicant “to seek consideration on the basis of fresh certificate issued on




S

20.09.2010 as contained in Annexure A-5 to the OA and OA, with a direction to the
respondent authorities to issue a reasoned and speaking order within a period of 2
months.from the date of making such representation”.

4, On 07.04.2016, as evident from Annexure A-14 to the OA, the matter was once
again rejected by the Sr. Divl. Personnel Officer, S.E. Railway/Kharagpur on the ground
that “a fake school certificate was used to secure employment assistance on
compassionate ground due to which it was regretted earlier by the Compe'tent Authority
and once again put up before the DRM who did not found any merit in the case for '
further consideration”. Therefore, apparently the respondents’ authorities refused to
exercise their jurisdiction to consider the‘case on the basis of the changed scenario and ’
circumstances after the D.l. certified the certificate dated'08.04.2010 as true and a
genuine one.. |

5. Ld. Counsel for'respondents at hearing would produce the letter of Dy. Chief

Personnel Officer (Rectt.) for Chieﬁﬁeé’?ééﬁ?rﬁé:"?oﬁiber dated 19.04.2010, which says

-4" PO
- "

that while seeking employment assmtance no fake certtflcate should be produced and if

[ 'w
detected an FIR would be 1odged agamst “the - errmg compassmnate appointment
seekers, but such. certlfncate hardly 1ends any support to the respondents, in view of the

-.‘

fact that the D.l had himself - certlfled a certlflcate to be true and genuine, the

‘ respondents’ authorities who were- ,bound. toeonsnder have failed to act upon such

certificate.
6. In the aforesaid backdrop, the present OA is disposed of by quashing the order
dated 07.04.2016 and remanding back the matter to the respondents’ authorities to act

in terms of the certificates dated 19.05.2010 and 08.04.2010, as contained in Annexure

_ A 5 to the OA, and issue a reasoned and speaking order within a period of 2 months on
, the applacants grievance.
-~ 7'. + - In the event nothing stands in the way, the respondents shall grant appropriate

: ‘f.“'b'e._nefits in the form of employment assistance on compassionate ground.

8. OA would stand disposed of accordingly. No costs.

(Bidisha BanéTjee)
Member (J)
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