
IM THE central ADNINISTRATIX E TRIBUNAL
principal BCNCH

MEiy DELHI.

O.A. 1898/95

Neu Oslhi this ths 11th day of August. 199?
Hon'bla Siat.Lakshrai Suapinathah, maabffl (3)
Hon'ble Shri R.K. PJiooJa.Plasber (A)
1  «5hri Rukesh KurneT;% Shri Radhsy ShyaP
2« Shri Plahindet Kumar

s/o Shri Hari Rafn
3, Shri Satish Kumar

s/o Sh
Applscants

(All Khallasis und^ C.U. Manager,Signal Uorkshop, Ghaziabad )
(By Aduocate Shri B.S. Mainee )

Us.

Union of India I Through

1- Tha General Manager u„,,<sbNorthern Railway,Baroda House,
Neu Delhi.

IHginatr' N^^Jher^ RalSayrStroda°5ouss.
Neu Delhi.

\  Tha Chief Uorkshop Manager,
Sortharn Railuay.Signal Uorkshop,
Ghaziabad. ..«<» Respondsnta

(By Aduocate Shri M.K.Aggarual )
order roRAL)

(Hon'bla Smt.Lakshmi Suaoinathan, rlapber (3)
Tha applloants arc aggriauad by tha iopugne:!

ordar dated 17.5.94 passed by the raspondents by -^hich
thay uora informed that their seniority uill be flAod
in the panel of 23.3.94 from the date of their
screening i.e. on 23.3.1994 in accotdanca uith tha
orders of the Central Administrative Tribunal dated
7.4.1994.

2, ye have heard both ths learnad counsel fo?
the parties and perused the relevant judgcnants of
tha Tribunal in the case.

3  The main contention of the learned couneel
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for th. raspondeots is that tha case la barr^by raa-
judicata and limitation. Ua ara unabla to agraa uUh thio
contention. The question of seniority of the sppl"--n j
has not bean oorractly daoicad in tha impuqned order

^ c OA n ba sepn from tha facts and circuGistances ^dated 17,5.94 as can be seen

of the case, and the aase .Oas (f^deoided by the
Tribunal in CP 261/94 in CP-32/94 in OA 2823/92 by the
orders dated 7.4. 1994 and 11.1.1995. The Tribunal in
CP 261/94 by order dated 11.1.1995 held as follous.-

0 On 17.5.94, an order uaa passed "y the
competent authority that the seniority ofthe'petitionershad^been^detejmrn,d^^ith
effect fr° ' their screening test uas
fnnou"S"obSlousl1: ?he legality of this
?S''"iiti™trs^°If""the «dar fated 17.5.94
ieVe^ af it is in ihe light of tha obser-
Uations/direotions giuen by this Tribunal
on 7 4.94 in CP No,32/94, there can be no
getting uay from the fact that the respondbnts
huve nuroorted to consider the question of
promo?ion and seniority of the petitioners
in accordance uith lau. Therefore, thequestion of disobedience of the obsorvations/
directions, sforesaid, does not arise. The
ranedy of the petitioners, if any,is to
challenge the legality of the aforesaid order
dated 17.5.1994 by taking appropriate steps
before an appropriate forum.''

4^ In the earlier order in CP 32/94,although it

was noted by the Tribunal that the process of regula»

risation as directed by the Tribunal has bean compistod

belatedly, proceedings are liable to be drcpnac.

It uas further ordered that « this doss not mean that

the Cases of the petitioners should not be considered

in accordance uith their turn and in accordance uith lau.'

5, In the light of the above orders of the

Tribunal, the question of limitation does not ariso

in this Case, Respondents have contended that although

the juniors to tha petitioners were screened by the

Screening Committee in Jan., 1939^ they could not be

screened till 1994 and,therefor a, they ought to get
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their seniority only from th e date of panel iVai>^>i'o >jo9^ =>
This stand is not supported by the facts or the aforesaid

orders. The dismissal order has been quashed by the Tribunal

uida order dated 11,5.90 in OA l35l/89 uith connGCtad OAs.

Ue have also seen the judgments of this Tribunal in OA 643/9d

decided on 6. 12. 1995 uhich is relied upon by the laarnBd

counsel for the applicants. Ue are in respectful agraoment

uith the reasoning in that order.

In the facts and circumstances of tho aaso» sihco

the screening has already been completed and the applicants

have been declared successful, they are antitl;^ for rcgu-

larisation of their service from the date their juniors

have been regularised and to be given promotion, if found

otheruise. suitable, from the dates their juniors got tho

promotion, uith consequential benefits in accordanco uith

lau. These directions shall be complied uith by the ros~

pendents uithin three months from the date cf receipt of o

copy of this judgment.

O.A. is disposed of as above. No order ae to cost3c

(R.K.'Ahoo^) (Smt.Lakshmi Suaminathan )
ler (a) flsmber (J)

sk


