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BEFORE THE ¢ WAL ADMINISTEATIVE TRIBURNAL

SENTE
NEWN BOVBAY B.;_;]CH

O.4.424/86

Mrs.Chinamma Mukundan,. .
A-21,J.R.Hospital Flat,
Jostcrn Railway,Mara tha Mandir, _
Bombay Central - 400 008, .. Applic ant

\]SO

1. Divisional Railway Abna@er,

destern Railway,

Bowbay Central,

Bombay - 400 08.
2. Chief Hospital Superintendent,

Jagjivan Zam Hospital,

Bombay Central,

Bombay - 400 008

and 14 others. .. Respondents
Coram: Hon'ble Shri Justice U.C.Srivastava,Vice-=Chairman

Y b I PRE O W
Hon'ble Shri M.Y.Priolkar, Membar(A)

tkobadraﬂ 25

1. Mr,G. D, Sanant
A\dvo(;_; ra for t he
Applicant.

3. Mr.S.Natarajan
Advocate for
Respondents No,

9,10,11,12,14,15 & 16

C,’)

ORAL JUDG!IENT : Date: 29-4-1991
fPer M.Y.Priolkar, dember(A) |

The applicent was working as Staff Nurse
at Bulsar Hospital of Western R21lway,when she made a:
request for transfer to Bombay. In Western Railway there
are two seniority units namely Bombay Division and
Jagjivan Ram Hospital as far as postings in Bombay City
are concernecd. According to the rules if an emplovee is

at

tranzferred/his/her won request, he/she is entitled to
only bottom seniority i.e. placed last below the last
officiating employee in the unit to which he/she
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transferred.'Although the applicant had applied for
transfer to Bormbay, she could be accommodated only at
Jagjivan Ram Hospital on 7=2-1968 and was given bottom
seniority in that seniority unit. Subsequently in 1980
the seniority of both these units namely Borbay Division
and Jaqgjivan Ram Hospital was combined and it is the
applicant's grievance that in the ne@ corbined seniority
list of February,198C her name has been shdwn telow some
of the employeces of the Bombay division who should have beay~ )

&hown as junior to her.

2. The respondents have opposed the application
by filing their written statement. We agree with their

contention th:t the applicant havinc made the request for
transfer kn@wing fully that she would be given bottom
seniority cannot now make a grievance for fixing her
seniority in accordance with the rules. The applicant

has specifically mentioned one iMrs.S.H.Shah who had also
ceme at her own request on 30-6-1968 i.e., subseguent to
the applicant but was shown above the avplizant in the
revised seniority list. In the counter the respondents
have explained that the grant of this higher seniority

to Mrs.Shah was an error and that this efror had been
rectifiad in the suhsequent seniority list notified on

5-=11=1985 and /rs.Shah is now shown below the applicant

3. The only grievance that subsists is that
this rectification was done on 8=11-198% whereas,
according to the applicant, irs.Shah on the basis of
the earlier seniority was promoted on dd hoc basis in

preference to the applicant on 21-2-1982, Mrs.Shah has ‘
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thus benefited to the extent of some additional
remuneration by way of working in the higher
grade which the applicant did not get. In our
view the applicant should not have any justified

grievance since her seniority as a regular promotee
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protected now by placing her above !lrs.Shah and
this szniority will be counted for all further

promotions.

4. Since there is no specific violztion
of any rules which has been broucght to our notice
in fixing the applicant's seniority except one
error that has also been suhsaquently rectified,

we see no norit in this application which is

accordingly dismissed with no order as to costs.
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(M.V.PRICLKAR ) (J.C.SRIVASTAVA)
Member(A ) Vice-Chairman
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