
IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIAUNAL 
AHMEDABAD BENCH 

O,A.No. 	266 of 1989 with o../192/89 

DATE OF DECISION 14th December,1994. 1 

dthri Jadav Ia:aa arid ors. 

hri P4.Bhatt 

Versus 

Union of India and ors. 

Shri R.i.Vjn 

Petiiione 

Advocate for the Petitioner(s) 

Respondent S 

Advocate for the Respondent(s) 

CORAM: 

The Hon'ble Mr. V.RadhEIkrishrian 	: 	a1ember() 

The Hon'ble ML Dr.}..axena 	 Member (j) 

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 ? 

Whether it needs to be circulated to other Benches of the Tribunal? 

ND 



J.A./266/99. 
Jadav Farna, 
Rly .Quarters, 
Dhol Juncori. 

Pathubha Aagansing, 
residing at Timbi Vi11og€, 
via Dhola Junction.. 

Savaji Lavaji, 
At Dhassa Village Via 
Dhassa Junction. 

Jilubha M., 
Rly . uarters, 
Dhassa Junction. 

Gagj,i Bhagwan, 
Guj .Housing Board, 
Kumbharwada, t4ari Road, 
Bhavnagarpara. .Applicants. 

Vers us 

Divisional Mechanical nigineer(E) , 
Bha vna 
Westrn Railway, having its 
office at Bhavnagar para. 

The Union of India, 
(To be served through the 
Secretary, 1Liniistry of Rlys., 
Central Secretariat, 
New Delhi. 

O.A./192/89. 

l . 	JzIdav Eama, 
2. Pathubha zlansiLag 

Savji Lavaji 
Jilu.bha M., 
Gdgaji. Bhagwanx 
iubdul Karirn 
Manga Bhikha 
Najaroon. hu5sainl 
Sharadchandra Piwar 
Chhagangar M. 

Versus 

1, The Genaral ;1ana.er, 
esrern Railway, 

Churchgate, 
Bombay. 

2. Union of India, 
(To be served through the 
Secretary, Ministry of Railways, 
Central acretariat, i'h DLHI) 

.. .Respondents. 

applicents. 
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. Jaianades 
Yusufali A. 
Navalkishore D. 

b. R.G.Pacioey 
J3ijal Hirji 
Raviodrasiegh Yadav 
K1ika R.Mishra 
marshj B. 

hamsiag B. 
Ke1U 1i 
haredcharid.ra K. 

Keshavelal R. 
Chunilal i1avji 
Pala iepE 

Kanji Gobar 
Nanji Bobar 
Viram 	no 
Kalu Naridan 
kratapray N. 
AaQji 	ivaji 
Gordhen Jerem. 
iariu Bharia 
Bhaskar Od.havji 
6haitui Ruda 
Purshottam N.K. 
Sursing 8. 

Kishat1a1 L. 
Valiabhdas C. 

31 • Aansukhla I N. 
yusuf Isai1 
ahlvial . 
U:r.Ldss Purshottarn. 	 ...Respondents. 

OIL JUDGittNT 
NO. 266 OF 1989 

with 
. NO. 192 OF 1989 

Date : 

Per 	Hont ble Dr.R.K.Saxena 	: Member (j) 

14.12.1994. 

These arc two O..'s, O../266/89 and O.A./192/89. 

0.r./192/89 is filed by ten applicants whose names ar given 

therein, while O../266/89, is filed by five of them. The 

case of the applicants in brief is that they were promoted 

in tit- scale of Fireman Grade 'A' from the scale of Fireman 

Grade 'B' . Their seniority was determined by the department 

in the year 1985 and in that list 
they Were Shown from 
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1.To.108 to 112, 115, 116, and 120 to 122. But this 

Su1iOr:Ly \iS S!JbscqUently changed in the year 1989. 

ccoricig to this change soon after Shri Drizalubha±(), 

at 1.No.107, several other persons who were junior to the 

applicants in the list of 1985, were brought in between 

and the position of the applicants wa& brought down from 

142 to 146, 149, 150 and 153 to 155. The contention of the 

applicants therefo, is that the seniority list of 1989 

has been arbitrarily drawn without hearing the applicants 

themselves. It is an admitted. f ct that they had 

represented to the department on 12.4.1989, and by the 

union on 16th april, 1989, but those representtjons were 

kept by the respondents undecided. Therefore, they 

approached the Tribunal. They were also apprehensive of 

their reversion and for that reason O../266/89 was also 

filed by five of those applicants. 

2. 	Shri P.J.Ehatt appearing on behalf of the 

applicants subunits that the representation which was 

earlier moved, to the department should be directed to be 

disposed of and if necessary the applicants may also be 

heard. He further submits that if this direction is given 

the applicants are prepared to withdraw the case. it is 

pointed out during the arguments that the seniority list 

of 1985 with regard to the Fireman Grade '' was made 

final as was shown in the letter dated 31.1.1985/7.2.1985. 

in view of this fact1  it becomes necessary that the 

department should consider all these facts afresh. 

ince some of the applicants have already retired from 

service, it is directed that the representation may be 

disposed of within a period of two months from the date 

of receipt of this order. The respondents shall also 
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intimate the result of the decision taken about the seniority 

to the aplicarits within a fortnight thereafter. 

s regards case no./266/89, it has been conceded 

by the learned counsel for the app1icant that they were 

given promotion and this fact has also been accepted by 

the learned counsel for the respondents. Thus no cause 

of action with respect to the said O.L. survives. 

Both the O..*s No.266/89 and 192/89, are therefore, 

disposed of accordingly. No order as to costs. 

(Dr .R..$axena) 	 (V.Radhakrishnan) 
Member (J) 	 Member (Aj 


