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IN !HE C2NTAAL ADMINISTRl\TIVc TRIBU!'rAL,JODHPUR 3-
~ c.NQ-1 ,JC.OHR.JR. 

AT JAIPUR 

UNION OF INDIA THROJGH 
GENERAL MANAGER 
WESTERN AAILWAY'BOV18t..Y 
AND OTHERS. ' 

Shri ·G .? • Soral 

VERSUS 

SHRI HARGUN DAS & OTHERS 

Shri Sin~hvi 

Date of decisi:.m: Mey 8 ,1989. 

••• Ap:Jellants. 

•.• Counsel for ,1ppellcmts. 

... R~ sp 0:1den ts. 

. . . Co u n s e 1 f o r Se s :) on d. en ts . 

THE ]-)'_)I\! 1 :JLE C:'.1-{'_c{_-l- r C "'T\V~f-'.\TJ J u •• .J .... _~u ___ ., 

G.C. SINGH'/I 

A;grieved by the judgment an~ decre~ )assed by the 

1 d ''· ::l ' · t " l ' ~ · + ' r l C: -'- h '/' · ' · - · . l ,-. • J __ earner nrC:L~lOn·:::_ ;.tunSl.1. Lo., -JOUL. l\.QT.a (lil GlVl .:JUlC 

No.46/1979) on 22.10.1983, the ap~ell~nts preferred 2n appeal 

in t~e Court of i~arnad District Judge, K~ta on ll.ll.1904 

( 'T 1~ '' R 15/1 OP.LL) +ro 1v' er1=> ._,_ i-r~s ·trar1sf2rrec_1 -:-o the LO • v . ,-, . . . _ _ _, o , ~ _ \TI " n - l L. '" ..__ _ _ , v _ 

Court of learned /\dditi -:mal District J-udge No .1, Kota on 

13 a ia05 (~J·~ Ac/RS) 
..... • ,/ • ~/ ...,) .L ,, • .- .:;, u • Then by virtue of the oper2tion of 

Secti~n 29(1) of t~e Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985, the 

Tron::;ferred ,\p!)licat-Lon N').2.075/l98·S. 

2. The plJi_ntiffs (now res:.nnc~ents) hc..d f-C_led 2 Suit 

in t'-~e Court of le2:·:ned Additi'Jnal :·._11unsif l'lo.l, South Kot2 

se·2king a pc·~anent injunction on the fiJcts s2t out in the 

in t'.-12 pa·/ scale of Rs .130-212 in t:-1e '.Jes-t:.ern ·:laiJY'ay. In 
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this pay scale there were 8 posts in Kota Divition. According 

to the plaintiffs, they were appointed cm these posts only 

after pass inQ the trade test and that they had be?n confirmed 

thereon. 8 posts in this pay scale were upgraded to the 

pay scale of Rs.175-240 end vide defendants order d3ted 

2 .8 .1972 the plaintiffs were given that pay scale on the 

post of Head Fitt2r. :Jn 5.9.1972 the defendants ordered the 

plaintiffs to pass the trode test for going into the pay 

scale of Rs .175-240 and fixed the date for the trade test 

despite the fact that the plaintiffs had passed the trade 

test earlier. They submitted 2 r2presentati·'Jn to the 

defendants on 7.10.1972 but did not get any response. In the 

meantime on 18.11.1972 the d?fendants again directed the 

plointiffs to appear at the trade test. The plGintiffs 

submitted a repr:2sentati'Jn on 11.11.1972 to the General 

Mana;;ier as well as the Railway Board but to no effect. On 

16 .12.1972, they were again directed to appear at the trade 

test. On 23.12.1972 the defendant No .3 issued an order 

that the plaintiffs were unwilling to appear at the trade 

test and therefore, employees junior to them Who were in the 

pay scale of Rs.110-180 should keep iri r~adiness to appear 

at the trade test for getting into the pay scale of Rs .175-240. 

/\ctually, an employee in the pay scale of Hs.110-180 gets 

promotion to the pay scale of Rs .130-212 and not to the pay 

scale of Rs .175-240... According to' the plc::.intiffs, this 

action on the part of the defendants W3S mc.lafide. They 

wanted to favour' the. j~Jnio~ employees. In the plaint the 

claintiffs laid stress on the f2ct thc:.t the:i:-e vJas no d~_fference 
' 

bet'."le<?n a Head Fitter ;ietting the pay scale of Rs .130-212 2.nd 

a 1-lec.d Fitter ;ietting the pay sc2.le of Rs .l 75~240. Nioreover, 

s posts in the scale of Rs .130-212 had been abolished by 

up9rcid2ti :m to th2 pay scale of Rs .175-240. According to the 
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and /··:'l. S .l"Jl. both 

~ore separate ~osts 2nd their cat~gories were different. 

Therefore, the Liul.:::s :r-elatin~ to promotion are n•Yt 2pplic2ble 

t n -t-.1-,. P r_·.1 ::>·°' d Fi" -i-,_ -·-. 0 •. r·s · '' · 1 - ~: l ~ .. - - - - r - l n -c,n ls pa 'l s c 2 ~ . 

in t1:e ;-;ay scale of Hs .130--212 had b::?.n up;iraded t 0 the pc;.y 

sccle of Rs.175-240 and th2refore the pl2inttffs should be 

Thoir pr2~rer in the Suit v1as that the defcmdants be restrained 

by iss 1Je of a pe::rnan0nt injunction from subjectin;; the 

p 12. inti ff s to into the pziy scale of 

Es .175-2L!-O and t:--iat the plaintiffs may not be de:noted on 

\. 
' account of their nC)t app0aring at the trade test. They also 

prayed thc-t the defendants may be restrained fro:n co.ncelJ.in;; 

or am2ndinQ their order issued on 2 .3 .1972. '!_-l--_e defendant 

No.l be restrained froQ declaring the result of the trode 

_[c est. 

3. Th0 defend2nts ies~_sted ~,e suit and justified the 

action t0ken by them. In the · v1ri tten stat·~m:::·nt they stat3d 

~
,~/~}tJD•!!i_~ th2t there wore 8 posts of M 'ch2~ic21 Si;;n2l !!taintainers 

1~ 1 '..;(' ~1rade II in the pay scz.~10 of ~s .130-212 '.'Ihich v1ere up;;raded 
( ,··~-b '' 

"-( ~--~--~ l ~ ' 1 f ,- 17..- 240 . ,.j ·::i • 1 ]] ' :l rl .l- d e;,- ~-:f''t(. to tne pay sca ... e o Ks. :'.)- viue hc:i_w2y 02r:::: ore er '"'at...e 
~( . i._,j( ) f 

\ 
~ l ~(;i, ;':, ) ~ ~ • l . 7 2 ., ' 1 · •" ,_.__ ... 9.Ll.1971 tem:)orarily \;·ric,1 effect fror:l l .7 .J.9 • t;y T,ne 

\ ~~ -- . _,-"!f.~~ 
·- .. -."~~~ same order four ;)osts of L1 ~:chonical ;i:rade II in the pa.y sc2le 

of Rs .110-180 were upgrad2d to t~e pay scale of Rs .130-212. 

TJ--ie defendants denied th2t the qlaintiffs v.1ere confinned in 

the poy scale of Es .130-212, They 2lso st2t2d th2t the 

l · '· r-r not en.1-L,_'.tl_Pri ·to g_et -int<J the 1pa,1r scale of Rr p_c1n~lITS were . -~ - -~· 

175-240 without passing the trade test. The notice issued 

by the plaintiffs was ill8gal. On th -~s 2 ol o.adinc::s the 
' ~ 

d2fendants prayed tr_at the Suit be dismiss""rl r1ith costs. 

4. On the oleadings of the \)Orti.2s the follo'f'Ii_n~ issues 
l . 
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~os.5,S ~ 7 on 9.1.1973 by defenct2nt Na.3 was illeaal and 

c:nd ':1h0ther the rirde)'s o'ated 1 ~ c lcnr; ?5 l io~1 3 . ...._ ~ ~'-'•/t .,;1L, .._ • e 7 

and 5.2.1973 issued by the defendants to olc~n+~f~~ ~o~ 1 2 
~ -- ,.,.. _._..._ ~- - - .._, . - ' ·- ' 

3 & 4 for appecrin~ at the trade test wer2 ill2Jal and 

in·Y_Jerati ve ? 

a jcint ~olain-t an~~ •vhether the plaint wos not valid on th2t 

count ? 

'.Jf Civil Procedure ? 

·.Jhr::ther the n:Jtice issued by the iJlcint-i.ffs to 

the d0 f gndants under Section JO of the CPC was not vclid 7 

.Jh.et'.~:er the Court 11.:·d jurisdiction ? 

to be dismissed ? 

Issue No.7: ~hether the valuation of the Suit m2~e by the 
---~·-....-..--- ---
plc:.:i_nti ff s "'!r=-.s f .::.ulty and the Court Fee pc id by them in 

sp2ci2l costs ? 

Rel:~ef ? 

5. As the first e i ··ht issues were de cied in f :}.vou r of 

. \.. l d ." d '. t. . ,,. . r a~rJ·_,_,ro cl :' ·'c ·'1·.he thE~ plc::int1.ffs, ·;,he _ earne h o.i i0na1 '"l'_msi"I ,_ ~ 0 

vidg his judgm~nt doted 22.10.1983 is~ued a d0cr2e and 

oermc.:n 2 nt inj un ct icm r-::: strain in 9 the d2 f endc::nt.s from d-:ootin;i 
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the plaintiffs who had not appeared at the trade test and 

v.,rho had either not appeared or appeard and failed at the 

trade test. He also restrain·?d the defendants from. making 

any changes in their order dated 2.3 .1972 as also from 

decl2ring the result of the trade test of plaintiffs Nos,5, 

:S & 7 giv'.m on 9.1.1973. The learned Additional !vhmsif 

made it clear thc:t the decree will be restricted to the rights 

of the 7 plaintiffs only. If any order had been issued 

against any other person, that will not be affected by this. 

decree. No orders were issued as to costs. 

6. In the appeal the appellants c0ntended at the outset 

that the judgment and d:;cree passed by the Lov1er Court v.J·~re 

contr2ry to 12w 2nd facts. They also averred that the LoNer 

Court had erred in deciding that f6r getting into the pay 

scale of Rs.175-240 passinJ of the trc..de test was not 

necessary. The learned Additi0nal Muns if misinterpr2ted the 

Re.i1way Headquarters order dated 20.6 .1967 when he arrived 

at the conclusion th2t for the Ivhchanic2l Si;:inal Maintainers 

grade-I passing of trade test was not necessary. The learned 

Additi'Jnal Munsif also did not appreciate the fact that 

consequent 1.,.lpon- the upgradatir:m of the posts, the plc:intiffs 

(Respondents in the appea 1) had been appointed on adhoc basis 

only and h~d therefore, no right to continue on that post 

without passing the trade test. The learned Munsif had also 

erred in b.:is ing his j udgm 3nt on the order dat2d 10. 6 .1983. 

other grounds of appeal included the findings 'Jf the learned 

Additi~nal Munsif on issues No.2 & 7. The app2a1 was valued 

at Rs .400,00 and court fee amounting to Rs .30.00 was duly 

po id. The appea1 v..ras within limitation period. It v.Jas stated 

that other grounds of appea 1 \'Jill be put up at the time of : 

the arg1..Jments. On these pleadin:JS the' appellants prayed that 

the juclgm-ent and decree passed by the learned Additi0nal 

Munsif on 22.10.1983 be set aside and order be issued for 

paymEmt of costs of the ~bit to them. 
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7. Aft ~r the tronsf er of the Suit to the Tribunal the 

parties 'Ner0 afforded o ~t ·t·e to ..c·1 f"d . . ppoJ. un:r. i s J.l e aL1 avits ond 

a ddi ti on al documents. Accordingly, an aff 5.clavi t on beh2 lf 

of the respondents was filed by respondent No.l Shri Hargun. 

Das on 3 8 lass . . / . In this affidavit it was asserted that the 

appeal filed by the Union of India 2nd others had bec·'.)me 

infructuous on the grounds enumerated in the affidavit. To 
had 

start with the respondents Nos .2,4 & ?[already retired from. 

Raihvay Service in the year 1985, 1986 & 1984 respectively •. 

In so far as the res9•Jndent No.6 (Shri Babulal) is concerned 

he retired on medical grounds as Head Fitter M.S.M. and 

thereafter had expired also. In so far as the Respondent No.l 

is concerned he passed the pre-promotional test alongwith 

Shri Shakur in June, 1983. A photo-stat copy of the 

communication dated 10.6.1983.was produced as Annexure R-1 

in pursuance of which he wos ;:iromoted as Sigrya l Inspect or 

Gr2de-III in November 1983. Thereafter vide order dated 

20.12 .1985 he 1.Nas prom,-Jted to the Grade of Rs .550-750 on 

adhoc bas is (Annexure R-2). Subs2quently he was promoted 

to the grade of Rs .700-900 vide order dated 9.6 .1987 

(.l\nn2xure R-3). In grade Hs.175-240 (Rs.380-560), he was 

permitted to cross the efficiency bar v11ith effect from 

7 .8 .1982 vi de order dated 17. 9 .1982 (.L:"nnexure IL4). In vievJ 

of this he submitted th::-t the appeal fi 10d by the Union of · 

India and others a;-:tainst him (respcmdent No .1) had become 

infructuous. Turning to respondent No.3 Shri Shakur it was 

submitted that after passing the test in pursuance of 

f\nnexure H-1 ,he vvas promoted to the grade of Rs.425-700 vide 

order dated 19.11.1984. He also passed the suitability t?st 

for the post of Master Craftsman vide com-·;unication dated 

2.3.1937 (Annexure R-5). Shri :Shc:ikur had also bs!n pror:ioted 

to the grade of Rs.425-640 vide order dated 17.3.1937 (Annex. 

R-6) Shri Shakur had also been permitted to cross efficiency 

bar in 

560). 

the year 1982 in the pay scc:le of Hs.17~1-240 (Rs .380-

Coming to respondent No.5 Shri Ram Asre it was statee 
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th2t he was also promoted to the pay sce:le of Rs .425-700 

as Signal Inspector grade III vide order dated 19.11.1984 

and was subsequently reverted. This respondent also passed· 

the suitability test in the '.]rade of Rs .425-·)40 on 2 .3.1987 

and vJas therefore promoted to that grade vicle order dated 

17.8.1987 (Annexure R-!J). Shri Ram P.sre had als'J crossed 

the efficiency bar in the 1rade of Rs .l 75-240(Rs .380-560) in 

the year 1982. In view of these events respondent No.l 

submitted that thG appeal filed by the appellants had becane 

infructuous. :-le also stat'?d that even otherwise the 

the trade test Which the appellants claim to be necessary 

bec0use after completing 18 months of servic2 on the u:::iJraded 

post r3versian cannot be ordered. At any rate, after 

continuing 'Jn the upgraded post for so long it v.rould not be 

fair on the part of the appellants t·J ask the respcmdents to 

undergo the trade te>st for that very post. In these circurns-

tances, the respondent No.l prayed that the appeal filed by 

the aooellants be dismissed with costs. 
I 1 -

B. We hav~ h~ard the arJuments addressed at the bar and 

have gJn2 throu;ih the pleadings and d:Jcumonts on r2 cord. 

9. We sha 11 now take up the grounds of a ppeo l as adduced 

by the aooellants in the appeal one by one. ' -

(i) The appell3nts have contended that passinJ of 

the trade test was necessary for getting into the '()ay sec.le 

of Rs .175-240 and that the 1-C?amed i\dditi<Jnal I'Jlunsif had 

~rr2d in interpretting R2i lway He ad.quarters order dated. 

20 .6 .1967. This order w<::.s therefore, loo keel into. This 

order was issued by the :.vestern Railway Headquart~r, Bombay 

on the subject: 11 RiJJ.es for recruitment 2Dd trc:ining of 

,, t• !\ 5 ,...i·si-. .=int s,_·cin. al Inspectors 2nd their e'Jenue of· Appren ice - ::o -~ _,·' 
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:) - ~ -
4 of the order under hr:ad '~·:Lif,1 Group/ 

c:::SM C:iroup' it J12s be"='n stated +· t t' ~·p 1 -, 1 ~'.lo ,ne 1~c~nera_ hu-'-es applic.Jble 

to b')th these cate]ories Will be 2s f·Jllov1s: 

(a) or 

.:;iJnal I1l2~ntainers ('::'.lec'·.rical) in ~~rade ~~s .l.LO/l80(A) 

staff after nec9ssary tTcde tests to the extent of 

50/S (In 2ny uni_t a 11 t:ns'.<:illed staff ')j_ ~ ~- be '.?ntitled 

to app~ar for trade t~sts for all S?~i-skill2d 

J..\ .C-'- a. r 
J. L. - -- entering 2ny pa~ticular s~ni-skilled 

open mark~t (includinJ staff e~played i~ Canstruc\:i·m 

r-=>cr:i:t·.:.r1 ct;:if-f ,.1\10 ..f·'·-i·s cnr11'')r-ic.':l "10· ::.' ')f ·- - ,.- .._, - •• _) ..... - -- , • \.... J. ....!. ._, l ..... · - - - .__ ...... ,o -

.,,,~·c'c ·q,111 ~J'" -~..,,...,U~J-~""rJ ·'-0 Pn+··•·,~ .:n·c'"' 
IJ•.J::::>.,:::) ''--~ J '- _! .... •····i l.-•.J .... .l ~._) -.....;~·-•·-- . .._I 

Will be '~rot1f-) anc'. 

r· :::roup: 

( i) :.L3'."1 Cirouio : 
-~~ -·-- ..,.. .., .. ----- I~ this :roup th~ ~osts in ~rode of 

q (' 1 "(' / ') 1 2 ( :\ ) 'j "',, J, L_) I'~-..) .J; ,-__ ~- • C j_ '-' c1 ': .'j i ~:n a -i: e d .3 in ce 

' l__...- 0 .,.,0 ( '. ) -, ~ ~ .... _ .. i (~1 I"'c"'. r_-~ ?. I • _,::;. /:J-.c_'-r r. '-'''°' .:.-'•·' -·.- ,. 

( ~' ) :=:._;:.·, Grouo: 
~---- ........ - .. --- .-l-
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J .. /,1 ~)~ . .,:\ " ~(' '11 l D ' ::J J- , --, • 

1'F0r fillinJ up ::;: .. ~ (Bl·Jcl: '..:L0 int.:::n2i's) in JT2.de 

of Re L3().h] ') (i-·- ) +1• "'-,-.a ,., _. 1 1 h .~ d · -~·' .!- • 1 ~ ·- -1 ~--'- - .... "-.-- ·,._L __ - '-'""' L !..~::C•- :recru:i..·c.ment of 

. ., 1,.,01,--,l '"'('·· \ .-... s • ..) I L- L ;-. / 

':.'i 11 
3 

get p:t.."Jmoti :m 

: _: :).·.-.""· .'_=-:. ·1" ,., ,... r ..... :1,,,.... _r - - _11 :~ c..:C.t: OT 

ri.o') ...... r-4-·1 '). ' ~, 
·-· ·- l Cl J, vi.1-- ni: (; J. staff '".'ill be on the r-"s ul ts :::if the 

Additi~nal Munsif had 2.~riv~d ct the 

~ - - '.::>_(... ·'-- Q_ of t~ade test w~s necessarv __ for a;_)r_Jointm2nt tn t'.~? ,.,r~ct 0 f 

Rs.110-130 and Rs.130-212 but it w2s not n2c2ss2ry far 

stat2d that the learned Counsol for the d?fendants could not 

show t:::i h:i_rn any o;::·der· fr0m v1her2 it could be :~nf-?:rred that 

passin; of the trade test w~s necessary for ~ettin~ int0 the 

;~:ay scale of ~{s .175-240. ',Je then come to the order dated 

is a 

, • • .0_,1,·:-: .. ;c; ".JI .1..,. ,...,_ c·_P1'·.~. ( ·1:ir:: ) l(o tc·,; c:-:r:11tmicati·,n 2c.:r2sseo b\r P:r:i.ncip21. __ ~ ____ , 1.t_; ~ • 

ond r:th2rs and th2 subj2ct of th2 lett:!r is: 
11
H2sult of pre-

III frorn 18 .4.1983 to 4.) .l983H. A p"'rusal of. its contents 

t.'-
1 

·1 t' e ~- er"")_,_,. o,..,·-1 C"' 1 r~" .cJ.~.1..om.1 l:~ .• -4.~ 98?: ·to ~ .• ·~.--LOH~ a°l.:c:::nc.\ec. .•1· pi'::-,_, 0,1,:. L.- "..:< •. _ _,u :::.'- J • --- - _ /~'-' 

ond hcd passed 1+ The name 
,.. the Rt:\ c: l ,...i ")y"'I .t.. _'.~ ·J .1 Snri lio.r::r.Jn 

o-- ~ .,_"1 ·p 0 11..', -- ~ J. t .. 

- .... -'-

0as and R QC on rlont N 'J .3 Shri Sakurji finds plac2 j_ :I this list 
.. c. ._) p .. l ,_\·_,. 

of 13. 
1 1 t h d - ad +~.:-i.i· s 1_..,_·i ::-_:,her ".:re.de test' there! 

tnes2 res~Y)ff:t'.:?n s . a pd.SS<-. " 
1 

_,_ d , t I+ \,' .. 'ac: '1 t ' c: the lovJe r L.ra' ·c_, -c:-s • .... ~ 
w2s no na?d for ~~em o p~SJ 
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issu.2d No.l in favour of the plaintiffs and v-1e ther2fore do 

not find any substance in the grounds adduced in the app2al 

aJainst Issue No.l as framed by the learned Additional Munsif ~ 

lo. The other grounds adduced in the appeal relate to 

Issues No.2 and 7. The appellants have cont?ded that the 

12arned Additional Munsif h~d erred in deciding that the 

plairiti+·fs (no1:~1 th2-respond<0nts) had u right to file ·a j'.)int 

plaint. The le2rned Adlditi:mal Ivlunsif had stated that the 

ci::l 1JS e of a ct ion of all the p luintif f s was the same and by 

filing suits separately they would have simply multiplied 

litiJati~n. The only legalissue which was in controversy for 

all the ~)laintiffs was wheth~r passing of the trade test was ·. 

necessary. In these circumstances, there was full justification 

for fil.in;:i a joint plaint. This is.sue was therefore decid2d in 

favour of the plaintiffs by the learned J.\cldi ti cm al Muns if and 

his d~~cision in our view cannot be fault2d with. The other 

ground raised in appeal related to Issue No.7. The appellants 

have laid stress on the fact that the learned 1-\dditional 

-,.r.--OM Muns if had erred in deciding that the court fee paid by the 
,,r···~i ~\. A lt;/.11'.. 

f.t~- ----~ . ·.c /~r .,.~~ \~ pla1nti1 fs (no·N the res;:!ondents) vvas adequate. The l:3arned 

ff![ .:-'.~~ Jj J l'/tunsif htld stated that the suit had be:::n filed for·. the issue 

\ f!J~ ............ ~ -~~fJ of a permanent injunction 2nd the suit had be::n valued prope,rly 

~" ...... -- - -\ .... ~ j 

-~~ and adequate court fees had also been paid. This is sue vJas 

ther~fore, decided in favour of the plaintiffs. Th~ appellants 

have not been able to sho'·N how the learned Munsif had erred 

· h" d-- "ri·~n "n lss1·•e 1··'0 7 Tl1erPfor~2, decision of the in .. is -~ c 1;:, ._, . ..; · ... -~ - • • - _ - -

learned Munsif on Issue 1'1o.7 also cannot be faulted 'lvith. 

11. Uoshot of what has been said and discussed above, is 
' 

that the :,!rounds adduced by the appc~ll.ants in the appeal fqr 

setting aside the judgment and decree possed by the learned 

Additional Munsif have no force. On the other hand the 

respondents' case has merit and force. Actually the 
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respondents 1 case has got a new lease of life by the subsequent 

events made mention of by r~spondent Na.l in his affidavit 

dated 2.4.1988. What is significant to note is that in none 

of the orders of promoti·Jn issued in favour of th::: respond.:onts 

and ref9rred to in the affidavit have the appellants stated 

that that order Will be subject t0 the result of this appeal. 

In thes.e circumstances r=:versing the cloth and dem0tin;J the 

plaintiffs would be Jrossly unjust and unfair. In such a case, 

an appellat::o forum would be loath to interfere. even if the 

a ppea 1 is held 'North acceptance. Th is is, hov1ever, not s ·J in 

the instant case. 

12. In vi,2vJ of the foregoing v.J2 hold thc:t the app-::al is 

dsvoid of merit. Accordingly, the judgment and decree passed 

by t1:e learned l':1unsif on 22.10.1983 are her2by a.ff irrn ed. In 

fine, th2 appeal filed by the c;ppellC~nts is he!'2}Jy rejected. 

The Transferred Application is disposed of acc~rdingly leaving 

the ;J2rties to bear their o"Nn costs. 

~--_:.,,.~ f) __ / 
~'::--

( G .C. SINGHVI ) 
ADMN. MEMBER 

S~Y- vl),. 

re/. 7~ 

~' ~ /~ts.).-


