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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

AHMEDABAD BENCH

OA_.N(_)_. 169 OF 1992.
TAXNOX

DATE OF DECISION 25~ © &- 1995

Narayanohai J. Patel,

Mr, Meds Trivedi,

Versus

Unisn of India & Ors,

l\’ir. BeRo Kyada'

CORAM

The Hon’ble Mr, N-3e. Fatel, Vice Chairman.

The Hon’ble Mr. K. Ramamserthy, Admn. Memper.

JUDGMENT

Petitioner

Advocate for the Petitioner (x)

Respondent s

Advocate for the Respondent (s)

1. Whether Reporters of Local papers may be allowed to see the Judgment ?

2. To be referred to the Reporter or not ?

‘\) dJ

3. Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgment ?

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



—2-

Narayanvchai J. Patel,

Aged 44 years,

Occupatisns Service,

Residineg at -

26, Karsan Nasar Seciety,

Near NeV. High Schsel,

Keda Read, Visnasar. cose

(Advecates: Mr.M.S. Trivedi)
Versus.

1. Unisn ef India, threaush
The General Manaser,
Western Railway,
Churche ate, Bembay.

2, Divisienal Railway Manaser,
Western Rallway,
Rajket Divisisn, Rajkst.

3, Senier Divisis¢nal Operatine
Suserintendent, Divieisnal
Railway Manaser's Office,
Western Rallway, Rajket. cawas

(Advecate: Mr.3.R. Kyada)

Dates; 2.5-0 9~|°\95

Applicant.

Res gsndents.

Per: Hen'®wle Mr.K.Ramamserthy, Admn. Member.

The asslicant in thi® aselicatien has ssueht

relief te assisn the correct serial number in the

senisrity list, The apglicant was assisned

senierity at S1.Ne.30 in the senisrity list circulated

under letter Ne ET/1030/12 Vel.V cdated 11.11.1991

(Annexure A/2). It was, hswever, indicated in that

circular that asseal sr resresentatien can be

ereferred asgainst the serial number shswn therein.

Thereafter in the final senisrity list sublished,

after receivine resresentatiens, vide letter HNe.ET/103(

12 Vel.V dated 24.2.1%%92 (Annex.A/5), the agslicant's

name has peen gushed dewn ts Sl.Ne.77.




2 The fact abzut the aselicant beine a eermanent
emzleyee af the Railway Administratisn or his werkinse
as Gesds Guard in the scale »f Rs, 1200-2040C in

Rajket Divisien is net in dissute. The fact is alse
net in dispute that the eresent agelicant was declared
selected fer the gest of Gesds Guard vide panel dSated
15.6.1988 an@ the agglicant beine listed at Sl.Ne.2.
It is alse net in disgute that the selected candidates
were asked te underge trainine in Udaisur subsequent
te the selectisn and the asglicant had nzt asreed te
go® far trainine at that gsint of time. The asplicant
himself has stated in his aselicatien that due teo

his unaveidable family circumstances, he was net able
t® eive his censent. The arselicant was sent fer

trainineg frem 16.1.1%20 to 22.3.19%0.

3. It is the cententien »f the Railways that

in the final senisr ity list, the asslicant is sgiven
Sl.Ne,77 and 23.4.1990 is shewn as the date frem
which the awvglicant has been csntinususly efficiatine.
The fsllewine reasen is alse ssecifically menticned

as the reassn in the remarks celumms

"Refused te ez for trainine frem 19.7.1988
and subseqguently #n request sent fer
trainine frem 1€.1.90 te 2.3.90".
This gerhaps\accwunts fer the later date eof
V=
continusus efficiatine and later assisned date sf

senisrity.

4, On 21.7.1995, the date «f hearine fixed fer
the case, the ccounsel fer the agglicant as well as the
resgsndents have stated at var that they weuld nst

like te sffer any sral aresuments put cenfine themselvss

t® the written arsuments that will e susmitted by them,

Accercdinely, the written arsuments furnished by them

en 30.1.1995 and €.2.1995 have been swrused. It is
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sersens affected by the c hanses are nat again
netified. Such a final senierity list cannet be
declared as veid merely sn this ersund. The asslicant
af ceurse has a rieht ts$ challenee the reassienment

#n merits as has been dsne in this case. It is alse
Seen that reassisnment has been made by the
resssndents fsr the valid reassn, i.e., te a later

comsletisn #f trainineg by the aweslicant.

e. We, therefere, see naz reassn te interfere
with the final senisrity list. Hence the asslicatien

is rejected. Ne arder as t» cests.

[ “h
(K.Ramamserthy) (N.3. Patel)
Memier (A) Vice Chairman

kKvr.




