
41 	 CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBJAL 
BANGALORE BENCH 

Commercial Complex (8DM) 
Indiranagar 
Bangàlore - 560 038 

. 	. 	 Dated i.13 JAN1989 
REVIEW . •APPLICATION NO 	I to 3 	

_/89 IN APPLICATION NOS. 8369  840 & 841/8?(FJ 
W. P. NO. 

SPondent(sj 
The General Manager, Wheel & Axle Plant, 	v/s Shri N. Gopalakrishna Pil.lai & 2 Ore 
To 	

BangalOre & 3 Ors 

The General Manager 
Wheel & Axle Plant 
Yelahanka 
Bangalore - 550 064 

The Chairman 
Railway Board 
Rail Rhavan 
New Delhi - 1.10 001 

3, The Secretary 
Ministry or Railways 
Rail Bhauan 
New Delhi - 110 001 

4. The Director General 
Research, Designs & Standards Organisaton 
Indian Railways 	. 	. (RDSO) 

Lucknow - 11 
tittar Pradesh 

Lc 	 A\v c 

	

C ' 	Lo ct 

5OOO2-. 

Subject : SENDING COPIES OF ORDER PASS0 BY THE BENCH 

Please find enclosed herewith the cobf 

passed by this Tribunal in the above said/application(s) on 10-1-99 

I 	 . 	• 	 . 	• 

EPUTY REGISTRAR 
Encl 	As above 	 (JUDICIAL) 
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BFORE THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIIE TRIBUNAL 
BANCALORE 

DATED THIS THE 10th DAY or 3ANUARY,1989 

Present : Hon'ble Justice Sri K.S.Puttaswarny. Jica Chairman 

Hon'bie Sri P.Srinivasán Member (A) 

Review Application Nos.1 to 3189  in 
çplication Nos. 83584Q and 8478. 

1..The General Manaer, 
Wheel 'and Axle Plant, 	- 
Yelehanka, 
Bangalore - 64. 

 The Chairman, 
Railway Board, 
Fail i3havan, 
New Delhi - 1. 

 The Secratazy, 
linistry of F.ailways, 
Rail Ohavan, 
New Delhi-i. 

 Research, 	Desicns & Standards, 
Orgonisation, 	Indian Eailwys, 
Lucknow-il by its 3irector- 
General. 	 ... Açplicants 

( Sri il.Sreerangaiah. 	 ... 	Advocate ) 

vs. 

 N.Gopalakrishn2 Pillal, 
fletMlluryical lispector, 
Wheel & Axle Plant, 
Yelehanka, 

• bançalore - 54. 

 J.S.bowaj, 
As5t. Chemist 	& rletallurc,ibt, 

• Wheel & -Pxle Plant, 
Yelahanka, 
Bançalore - 64. 

'\ 
'/ 	c 	' 

 S.L-.Sridharachor, 

_" iletallurgical Irspector, 

f 	 ( Wheel & Axle Plant, 
Yelahanka, 
Bangalore-54. 	 ... F.espondents 

'-••.-- 

• These applications having come up before the Tribunal 

touay, Hn'ble iember (A) made tre following : 
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ORDER 
: 

By these epplications,respondents i,2,3 & 6 in 

application nos, 833, 840 & 841/1987 (N.Gopa1a<rishna 

Pillai and Others) want us to review our order dated 

6.12.1988 disposing at those applications. The original 

applicant in those applications has been imp1eLded here 

as rspondent no.1. 	espondents 4 & 5 in the Licinal 

applications appear as respondents, 2.and 3 in the present 

applications. 

2. 	In our order dated 6.12.1988, disposing of the 

aforementioned applications, we allowed the contention 

of the applicant therein that his place in the seniority ' 

list of (letallurgical Supervisory Staff in the Wheel and 

Axle Plant, Yelahanka (WAp) should be fixed abáve res-

pondents 4 and 5 therein. The said. respondentis 4 and .5 

did not contest the claim of the applicant, wile res- 

pondents 1,2, 5: and 6 	 it. The contention of the 

latter was : that as a restjlt of restructuring of cadres 

in FWSO, Lucknow)from where tne applicant was drawn, having 

been given effect from a later dste 'than in S uth Central 

Failwa'y,:froth where repondents,4 and:- 5cErne., ! thé respon-

dents 4 and 5 had been given proforma promotiin to the 

scale of s.65U-960 in their parent organisati n from, an 

earlier date than the applicant was in his parentT organi-

sation and that was why the said respondentswere assigned 

places of seniority in WAP above the applicant. Dealing 

with thiscontentjon we observed that it was-0 fortuitous 

r 
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accident that restructuring wastindertaken on different 

dates in the two parent organisations and to take that 

as the basis for determining the inter se peniority of 

the applicant and respondents 4 and 5 in WAP was ir— 

fri 
rational. in the present application, 	respondents 

-3- 

1 9 29 3 
 & 6 in the original application have voiced an 

apprehension that we have in our original order held that 
I 

the carrying out of the restructuring on differ'ent dates 

in the parent oroanisation.S was itself irrational. We have : 

done no such thing. We have only said that for the purpose 
wi'cP. 

of determining the relative sehiorityjf the applicant and 

respondents 4 and 5 in the original application, the dates 

on which restructuring was undertaken in RDSO and South 

Central Railway did not constitute a rational consideration. 

We have not expressed any opinion on the validity of the 

dateb of restructuring undertaken in South Central hallway 

or in FOSO, as we did not cdnsider it necessary to do so 

to decide the issue that arose before us in that case. 

Sri f1.Sreerangaiah submitted further that our inter—

pretation of para 5 of the office order dated 21.2.1976 was 

wrong. We hsve referred to this in pare 5 of our original 

order. If that contention were right, the remedy is to take 

up the matter in appeal to the supreme Court by special 

leave of that court. We do not sit in appeal against our own 

crders. This contention therefore, also does not justify 

our undertaking a review of our original order. 

• We may point out, before parting with this application, 

that the original order was dictated in Open Court in the 

presence of counsel for both the coitesting. parties. 

- 	
. 	 • 
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