IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPAL BENCH
NEW DELHI.

REGG. No. RA 105/87 DATE OF JECISION: 14.1.1988
DA 483/87

Shri Govind Menghani and others oo Appnlicants
Vs, -

Union of Ipndia & Uthers ceee Responcents,

CORAM:~ Hon'Ble fr, Justice J.0. Jaim, Vice Chairman

Hon'ble fir. Birbal Nath, Administrative Memper.

For the applicant ese Shri N.D. Batra, Advocate

for the respondents eee Shri M.L.J/erma, Advocate

ORDER

Tﬁis is an application for review of our order
dated 1.10.1987 in 0.A No, 483/87, What previously happened
in this case was that applicant had chizllenged the seniority
list of Assistant Engineers (£) as circulated on 4.7,1586
& - annexsure I Ehereto; It was furtter prayed tﬁet the
applicants he deemed to have 'been promoted as 3ésistant
Engineer on regular basis from 1978. The grievance of
the applicants in brief was that they had be;n oraomoted
as Assistant Engineers and were entitled to become tegular
Wweeofe 1978 but that was not done by the reSponﬁents vrongly
and therefore, their names did not find place in the

impugned seniority list.

'

2. During the pendancy of the said application

a statement was made by the learned counsel for the

respondents that a tentztive seniority list had since
been orepared as on 1.9.1887 and objecticns were invited
from all the concerned officers. This position was also
ﬁOnbeded by the learned caunsél for the applicants who
was in possessioh of letter dated 18.%.,87 issued by the

respondents in this behalf. Accordingly, we passed

CONtde XXEK]



the order that " under the circumstances the present
application has become infructuous and petitioner ecan

file a Fiesh application if he is so advised when the

-fimal seniority list is determined, It is also open

to the petitioner to approach this court, if and when
they make any a:pointment/promqtion withaout Finalising\

the seniority list",

3. It would appear that the epplicants filed
objections against the proposed seniority list ang
the seniority list as proposed seems to have been

finalised. Under these circumstances, the applicants
>

the aforesaid order had been passed on a wrong footing -

altogether, -

4, Cn a comsideration of the matter we do not

think that there is any substance in submissions made

'by the learned counsel for the applicants because

seniority list dated 4th July, 1986 w hich was under

challenge in O0.A WNo. 483/87 ceased to exist and was not
under operation, Instead of that a fresh seniérity

list had come into existence. It matters little whether
the name of the applicénts appe ars in the revised seﬁiority
list or not because by challenging the earlier seniority
list‘they will not be able to jet effective relief

as subssquent-events have to be taken into consideration

by the applicant on their own. They could well anticipate
the possibility of the rejection of the objsctions filsd

by the epplicants. We allowed the apnlicant spepific
permission to file a Frésh,application against the revised
seniority list. Under the'circumstances, this revieu applica-

tion is‘hisconce;yed and is accordingly, dismissed.
“ 1)%/ ) Lo

( Birbal Nath') "~ ( 3.0.pain )
Member , ) Vice Chairman
Dated i~ 14th Janyaryy, 1988,




