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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

AHMEBABAD BENCH
INCECOWOODX X KX

O0.A. No. 258 198 7

DATE OF DECISION 0e3.1991

Shri Balvirsinh {(r Petitioner
_Mr,D.M.Thakkar Advocsate for the Petitioner(s)
Versus
Union of India & Ors. Respondent
B - BeRe Kt 5
= Kyaaa Advocate for the Responaeu(s)
CORAM .
The Hon’ble Mr. PeHeTrived : Vice Chairman
The Hon’ble Mr. FeCeBhatt : Judicial Member

1. Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the Judgement?
2. To be referred to the Reporter or not?
3. Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgement?

4. Whether it needs to be circulated to other Benches of the Tribunal?
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Oekre/258/87

shri Balvirsinhj G.

975, Block No.l32,

Gujarat Housing Board Flats,

Chandkheda,

District Gandhinagar. : Petitioner

Versus

l. Union of India
Throughs
The General Manager,
Western Railway,
Churchgate, Bombay,.

2. The Divisional Kailway
Manager (L), Rajkot
Division, Divisional Office,
Kothi Compound,
kajkot.

(1]

Respondents

Coram : Hon'ble Mr. P.Ho.lrivedi Vice Chairman

L13

Judicial Member

BEOIAE Date: 5.3.1991
Per: Hon'kble Mr. P.lie Trivedi : Vice Chainman

Neither the petitioner nor his advocate present,

The case Was earlier adjourned at the instance of the

and % ‘
" petitioner/it is the case of 1987 we are incldned to

dispose of it \on merits. Mr.B.ke.ilyada, learned advocate

fcr the respondents sEgtes that the petitioner might be

said to have no causeﬁsurvivei because on 27.10.89 a promotiol
order of @y passenger driver was been given to him. The

petitioner has impugned the order dated 22nd July, 1986

in which 31 persons have been promoted but his nane is not

found in it. The reply of the respondents tco that is the
petitioner was in the scale of Rs.290-400 and was due to

be promoted on the upgraded basis of Rs.330=-560 as Goods
Driver we.e.f, 1.,1.1984., This promotion was ewentually

given to him from 19.11.1987. The petitioner was called for
viva voce test for the post of Driver Grade 'C' vide letter
dated 20.5.1985 but he could not f£ind éh/??é-place %n the |
panel notified on 8.11.1985. tThereafter,however, the

benefit of vay was extended from 1.1.1984 retrospectively.
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53¢
The post of Dudver 'C' is a selection post and because
the petitioner could not make &hg grievance that he could not

be promoted earlier.

2. On a persual of the impugned order, we find that the
promotions in—that—thercsfore were oOn a prvisional basis and
in terms subject to result of the Supreme Court decision in
pending weit petition. The learned advocate for the respondent
could not intimate to us the latest position on this. Our
conglusions, £indings and directions therefore have to be

subject to t{E@F=6t the Supreme Court's decision if any-

3. After hearing the learned advocate for the respondent
and on perusal of the pleadings, we do not find that the
petitioner has satisfactorily made out his case regarding

the relief sought by him of promotion to Driver 'C' either

in terms of his juniors having an inferior right of promotion
& ”

oéEZhallenge?the impugned order of 22,7.1986. Accordingly, |

subject to the observations stated earlier, the petition has

no merit and is rejected. Thegre shall be no order as to costs.
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(R.Co.Bhatt) (PeHeTrivedi)
Judicial Member Vice Chairnman
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