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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
FRIMBAI BENCH
ORIBIMAL APPLICATION ND:532/1976
DATED THE 9th OF JAN. 2881

CORAMHON BLE SHRI KULDIP SINGH, MEMBER(D)
HON'BLE SHMT. SHANTA SHASTRY, BEMBER(A)

1} Shri Vijay Dhaku Ladgaonbkar,
halas:, P87,
Electirical Sub DBivision, Thane
Pumbai - 00 881. '

2} Ehri N.R.Bavade, dhalasi.
- X} Dattaram Rajaram Modak, Mhalasi
PET E.S.0. Mumbhai - 500 861,
4) Satish Yithal Maik, bhalasi,
: PET E.G.E., Mumbai ~ 406 281.
- 2} Chandrakant Mahadev bhargaonhar,
whalasi, P&T, E.S.D.,
Mumbai: — 408 GBI
C &) Dilip Sarierac Salunbe, SPSO, Mumnbai-99.
7) fAshok Ganpat Shedge, SPS0, Mumbai-99.
- B) Hiramani Gajas Pazi, #PSO, Mumbai-9%.
- %) Durgaprasad Bhagwati Gupta, Fhalasi, Sion.
I uichand Lalchand Gupta, Nha Sion.
I Laxman Shankar Maghmare, Eh
Thane R.S. '
123Dundy Dharma Pardhi, Mhalazi,
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3. The Superintending Enginesr$E),
Telecom, Electrical Circle,
{Coordinaticon) Sion, Bombay — 500 8272,

. The Chiet Engineer,

Telecom Electrical Office,
Telecom Complex, _
hhar Darnda, Santa Cruz MWest,
Mumbai - 40D Bis. :

2. The Union of India Through The
DBirector General, Telecommunication,
Sanchar Bhavan Z8, &shobkz Road,
Mew Delhi-118 OR3. »»» Respondents.

By Advocate Shri V.S.Masurbsr
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semiority list issusd on Julvy,.7F3. But the spplicant alsoc claimd

spplicants are workinog 25 Ehalasi in the PET under bhe con frol of

Erng Lryssr ETY the payscale o F

Bz FER-13-B76-E8-14-338. it is #Hurther zlleged thal af the

funiors hawe been promcbed to the post of Assistant Wireman o
.

the payscale 223 Rs GES-15-18I8E8-28-1 138, The applicants

further rely that the deparitment has to  issue. senioribty list
after svery fiwve yesrs but in this case the respondents hawe oo

izsusd  any seniority izt and hence the applicants have nob come

jumioes being promobed, and  they  hawe filed O/

immediately after  they cams ho  boow of the

2. They have furiher sizated that prowmolicn too the post of
sesiztant Wireman from Bhalssi is giwven on the basis of senicrity
cum fitness, In this fase ithe senicrity list was ot pobklished
and circulated among them. Mhen they made represeniations to the

respondents, thers is no reply asnd hence they have filed this O8.

service records. They have slso been permitisd io appear for the

have heen success=ful and  hence  they are 511 entitied fo he
mromoted before their juniors o the post of Assdistant Wireman.
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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
MUMBAI BENCH, MUMBAI.

Review Petition No.14/2000 In
0.A. 532/1996

Tagi this the [VMh day of April, 2001

HON'BLE MR. KULDIP SINGH, MEMBER (J)
HON'BLE MRS. SHANTA SHASTRY, MEMBER (4)

V.D. ladgaokar & Others .....Petitioners

Versus

The Supﬁt. Engineer (E} Teleconm,
Mumabi’ & Others. . .Respondents

ORDER BY CIRCULATION

Hon'ble Mr. Kuldip Singh, Member (J)

This RA has been filed by the applicants for review of
the order passed in OA No0.532/96 decided on 9.1.2001.
2. By the present RA, the applicants are trying to argue the
case which is not permissible and moreso they are stating that
they had not been heard whilé disposing of the OA. It may be
mentioned that the order was delivered in the court itself
because the order was an oral one and no other error has been
brought to our knowledge which may warrant a review of the same

under order 47 Rule 1 CPC.

3. In view of the above, RA is rejected.
o
(MRS. SHANTA SHASTRY) (KULDIP SINGH)
MEMBER (4) MEMBER (J)
Rakesh Cﬂp=\q \L«‘o J
order/Judgenmehit despatched

to Applicant/Respondent (§)
26

on __ Ljol

kg

PRI




