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Court WNo.Z2
Central paministretive Tribunal, pllahabed.

Registration T.A.No. 554 of 1966 (0.S.NO. 1205 of 1983

Ram Chandre ets fpplicant

Unicn of India & others T Fesponoents.

Hmn.D.K.Rgramal,Jh
Hon K. Cbayyé, Al

Civil = Suit No.1205 of 1682 instituted 1N
the Court of vunsif Corekhpuls on trensfer te this Tribunel
under the provisions of 5.28 of the poministrative Tribunels
pect XI1I of 1985, uwas Tregisterec a5t T AsNoTEad of 1886,
as indiceted gbove.

™ e The prayer 1s thet it UE ceclared that the
senicrity of the plaintiff is tc be reckonec from the date
of his appﬂiﬂtﬂﬁﬂt$ i.e. 11 .12.16E4 and orders passeC other-
wice are illecal.

l . L3 griefly, the fzcts are thet the Pleintiff
and some others WeIE appointec &S tmrch ritter in the PTE
revicec crece of Rs.110-180 on different o0ates. the plein-
tiff bhaving bEEN agppointec on 71 .12.1864. The plaintiff
onc some OLhETS WETE discharged from cervice on the grouncd
that there uwas chrinkege in the esteblishment CUE to comple-

j ' tion of construction wotk . TﬁE discharce OTCET in rEEpEbt
of the pleintiff and others was passecd w.e.f. the aftér
noon of 7.8.66. The pPlaintift anc ﬁthers challenceo the

8 ' eaid OischalCe orcer by means of an original " suit no.S8

of 1966 in tte Court of Civil Jucge, GorekhpuT which was

gecreea &anc the CECTEE confirmed bY the first eppellate

Court and by the High Court Allahebed 1N cecond eppeal.

Conseguent to the confirmatioln of the oforesaic CecIEe

by the High Court, the Plaintiff—ﬁpplicant and others WETE

reinstatec 10 cervice in the year 1074. It may LE mentioned
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here that the reinetetement was mede by the relluay adminis-
tration in Signal Lorkshop. Later on & cispute @&TroseE about
the fixation of their seniority. (riginelly, the railuay
administration jssued @ provisionel ceniority 1list taking
the original date of appointment &s the basis thereof. How-
gver, the ceniority 1list uas reviced by @ ceniority list
dated 18.12.1962 wherein the basis was changed &nd insteead
of the original date of appointment the date of appointment
after the reinstatement wes made the basis thereof. The
plaintiff feels agorieveo uith the revised ceniority list

because he has been shown in the Tevisedo cenicrity 1list

K. at sl no. 25 WhETeas he was shouwn at sl.no.8 in the provision
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-al cseniority list dated 10th Oct. 1962. The plaintiff also
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feels agurlever with the fact that the date of appointment
ie shown as 12.9.74 in. the revised ceniority 1list vhereas
it was shoun &8 21.12.64 in the ceniority list dated 10.10.62
e | The DEfEﬂdanté in their written ctatement ”{
have urgec that the Plaintiff's ceniority is to te Teckoned : '
with regard to h js date cof eppointment after the reinstate- )
ment in the Sicnal Lorkshop. HOWEVETL: they have also pleadec |
that benefit of sepiurity was civen tc ONE p.P.Pancey on
account of juooment prnnounceq.in Ccivil Suit No.558 -of 1877

" ted 27.1.1981 by the funsif I1 Gorekhpuz.

5 ve have hearod learned counsel for the perties

and pPEIUSEC the record. 1t is not disputed that the Plaintiff
as uwell as P.P.Panne; aleng with others, Were discl'uar.gec‘r

from service in the yeer 1966; they WETE 211 Plaintiffs

in Civil cuit No.88 of 1866 jnstituted in the Court of Civil
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Judce s Corakhpur; @& decree was granteo in favour cof all
of them to thereffect that they Were entitled to be reinstat-
eg; all cof thew reinstated in or ebout 1074; cne of them:
namelys P.P. pandey alone Filed a Civil- cuit No.558 of 1977 |
‘wherein he challengec the fnct that his dete nf appnintment |
was recoroed as 12.9.74 in the seniocrity list instead of

2.9,B4; the suit was gecreed in favour of P.P.PanCEY holding
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that the original date of appointment 1.e. 2.8.64 1is the
correct dete of appointment and the same shall form the
basis for determination of seniocrity in the service career
of the Plaintiff, i.e. F.P.Pencey: the railway administration

submitted to the said judgment by not filing any appeal
against the said judgment and that the railuay adminiatraticn

having submitted to the judgment accepted the date of appoin-
tment: of P.P.Pandey as 2.9.64 end incicated the same 1in
the revised seniority list {impugned order in the present
case) dated 18.12.1982, The question, therefore, in the
circumstences is as to mhefher the Plaintiff, who is similar-
ly situate person is or 1is rmt.aﬂtitled to the benefit of
the judgnent rencered in the case of F.F.Pancey vice Civil
cuit No.558 of 1977, mentioned ebove. The law on the point
is very cleer. Without further oiscussion, we can atonce
hold that the Plaintiff' being similarly situate person is
entitled to the benefit of seniority. Therefore, we holc
that the Fleintiff's dete of appointment would be Cdeemed
to be 31.12.1964 (uwhich .is actusl date of appointment) for
Geterminatinn of his seniority, on éhe promotional post

as well in the service. according to rules on the sukb ject.

Sl Le eaccordingly declare that the Plaintiff's

date of appointment is 31.12.1864 anc the Defencdant-Upp.
Parties shall trest the saic date of eppointment es the
azte of eppointment for reckoning sepinrity of the Plaintiff
in the post of Bench Fitter and such other subseguent posts

wherein the dete of appointment is to be teken into eccount

for purpose of determination of seniority. The parties

i3dectec to bear their own costs.
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