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IN THE CENTRAL ;DMINiSTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
AI-MEDADAD BENCH 

88 

O.A.No. 14 
	 1989 

DATE OF DECISION 
	

5-1-1989 - 

Shri i..3.Gaikvad & Others 

hri ic.i..hch 

Versus 

Union of Iihie & Others 

ihi 	hcvde 

Petitiones 

Advocate for fe Petitioner(s) 

- 	Respondent 

Advocate for the Responiiin (s) 

! 	(:2(:) RAM 

The Hon'ble Mr. p,it. Trivedi 
	

Vice Chairetari 

The Hon'ble Mr. .• Josci 
	 Jueici1 11eetbr 

Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the Judgement? 

To be referred to the Reporter or not? 

Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgement? Jb 

Whether it needs to be circulated to other Benches of the Tribunal? kt 
GIPRR) -12 CAT/'f--1---15,OO() 
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Mr.D.s.Gai]wad 
working as Driver 
pecia1 Grade A in 

Baroda Division in 
A.C. Traction 

1l India Loco Running 
Staff issociation, 
Baroda Division 
represented by 
hri J..k4isquitta 

Divisional Uhairman. 	 .. Applicants 

Versus 

Union of India 
Notice to be served 
through, General Maiiager, 
estern Railway, 

Churchgate, Bombay. 

The Divisional Railway 
Asnager, Western Railway, 
Pratapnagar, Boarda. 

Tue Divisional Electrical 
Engineer (T...O.), 
Western Railway, 
Pratapnagar, Baroda. 	 .. Respondents 

o/l4/89 

LJRL 	
5/1/1989 

Per: hon'ble 	P.M. Joshi 	 : Judicial Member 

in this aplication filed by the petitioners includinc 
II 

Mr.b..Gaikvad, working as Driver Special Grade A in 
V 

Baroda Division in A.(.. Trction, has challenged the 

validity of the order sated 19/12/1988 (Annex)re '.'). 

According to them the said order changes the link of 

the .C.Traction Driver and affects transfar of two 

:osts from darcda to Kankaria. 

:i:.K.K.shah, the learned counsel for the applicants, 

) 	
is heard at a considerable length on admission. it is 

/ 	 contended by i1r.Shah that the said action is done without 

justification and without giving them an opportunity 

of hearing. At the outset, it may be stated that the 

ssid action of shifting of posts within the Division, is 

purely an administrative action. i-oreovar, on perusal 

of the impugned order it is found that the authorities 

. . 2 . . 
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0±: the Division, have absorbed M/s. L.T.Sharma and. 

.S.Liichel in the same scale and. pay (i.e. .3.1640-2900) 

of .C.Trection. The 	are the persons, who are d.irectl 

affected by the impugned order. admittedly, they are 

not parties before the Tribunal, y virtue of the 

impugned order, the petitioner 4.11r.Gaikvad is only placed 

below Shri B.N.Chaturvedi and he has beu allowed to 

continue on ,L.Taction. 

The petitioner No.1 does notlaise any dispute 

regarding his senioity. he merely apprehen, by 

virtue of this order, that it is likely to result 

in reversion or loss of promotion in the case of some 

employees working in .C.Tr.ection. Such an apprehension 

cannot be advanced as a grievance in this application, 

while challenging the impugned order. The impugned 

order does not afford uny valid cause to the petitioners 

to file this application. It does not suffer from 

any vice of arbitrariness. Thus, prima facie there are 

no merits to admit the present application. The applic-

ation is therefore rejected;  jI IL 

(P. .Trivedi) 
Vice Cairman 

.a .bhatt 


