
IN THE CNTRtL hDNINISTRTI\JE TRISUNL 
3:,I.JC.;.tLU?E BENCH : OANGLORE 

DMTED THIS 26TH NuEfdER 19e6 

Present 

THE H01'3LE JUSTICE SHRI K.S. PUTT/SJJHV : VICE—CHFdRFAN 

THE HUi'eLE SHRI L.H.M. REGO 	: NE8ER (c:)(R) 

21ication No1274/1 985(T) 
. P.t40,4375/1 83 

Shri V.L.S.C. Ooso, 

Senior Loco Inspector, 
303, 2. Brock Road, 

Railway uarLers, 
Huhlj. 	 ... ppiicant 

The Chifl? Personnel Ufficer, 
South Central Railway, 
Secundera bad. 

H. Devasahayarn, 
Senior Lco Inspector, 

Oflc?, S.C. Railwa\', 
Huhlj. 

Shri J.H. rorris, 
Loco Forer;an, 
5oith Central ELilwy, 

Gorpuri. 

Shri S.. Rohiman, 
Senior Fuel Inspector, 
D.R.ct5 Office, S.C. ai1way, 
Hu hi 1. 

Shri H.D. Reherio, 
Junior Fuel Inspector, 
Loco Shed, S.C. Railway, 
r•liraj. 	 ... Respondents 

(Shri M, Sreoranjaiah, dvocat) 

This application hEs core up for heoring before this 

Tribunal today, the Honhle Justice Shri K.S. Puttaswarny, 

Uice—Chairman, made the follouing 

0 ROE R 

Case called on more than one occasion hef'ore the pro— 

lunch sessian and the post—lunch session. On every occasion 

I 
the applicant and his learned counsel were absent. We also 

find that the aplicrnt and his learned counsel were absent 

on all the previous hearinc dates except on 30.7.1986 on which 



date this case was first posted for hearing. We have 

perused the records and heard Shri. H. Srerengaiah, learned 

counsel for resuondent No.1. 

- 	 2. 	In this trensforred application received from the High 

Court of Kornataka under Section 29 of the J-\dministratiuo 

Tribunals •\ct, 1385 (]ct), the applicant has challenged the final 

seniority list dated 17.6.1982 of loco-supervisory staff Gr.I 

in the then pay scale of .3.550-750/-. 

	

3. 	Among other grolJnds the applicant lijis urged that in 

the provisional seniority list was prepared in the cadre, he 

was•essicned rank No.58 but in the final seniority list, he has 

been assigned rank No.64 below respondent Nos. 2 to 5 without 

affording him an opportunity to state his case. In his staterrient 

of objections filed before the Hih Court, respondent No.1 has 

not denied this assertion of the applicant. When once this 

assertion of the aplicant is not denied, it follows from the 

same, that rnspondent No.1 assuming that there were valid grounds 

for his action on which we express no opinion, then also as held 

by the Supreme Court in UNION OF INDIA V. P.K. ROY & OTHERS 

IR 1968 SC was violative of the principlas of natural justice 

and illegal. Hence the assir.;nment of rank 58 to the applicant 

and higher ranks to raspondonts 2 to 5 cannot be upheld by us. 

We must, therefore, quash the seniority list to the extent it 

relates to-- he applicant and respondent N05.2 to 5 and issue a 

direction to redo the same•  But, before redoing t.1e same, as 

ruled by the Hih Court af Karnataka in Kyathegouda case it 

is open to the Administratici to operate the final seniority 

list though quashed. On this view, we leave open all other 

questions to be decided by respondent No.1. 



In tha li.JiL ai ti 	ui_scussiui, WE quash 

fj;I snn: i; 	i 	t;h 17.6.1E32 in So far as it rltos 

to hn. r:n:s 	Lnd ro tn:: :..ailicnt arid respondonts Nos. 2 to 5 
2Mh4 
thn s. 	n rcca:::hncn ±_h l:w:n' 1:10 

us1r\lt 	dc in tH s a nJnr. 	2ft till thnri i 	.1 	joan to 

the respori'isn 	u.1 to operata :.hL list also for dy to day 

adrninistrat a 

S. 	;pp11c:-Ljon is diosnd of in tho ohova tunis. 

in th' crcunsrrn2 	:'- 	.- 	j - hir - ct :;- nar:jan ;r :ar 

thuir own casts, 

J'c14 (t.s. Puttasii:ay)(/"' \ 
Il i 	ha j rn on 
2. 111185 

,L..11.l. Reqo) 
lIe :irDur (iH) 	- 	- 
2•. 11 • 1 25 


