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X As per Hon'ble Shri A.v,ﬂarj_dasan, rMemper | (Jlldl.) X

B The applicant Ge.ve... ;
~~4Ady, { Peon attached

TTrad, gggch Central Administraﬂive P
filed this applxcatibnw.m\

' has
T<actjon 19 of/the Administrative

Triopunals Act aggrxevedg{ne insertidn - [
o | T—esme_of the

3rd respondent in the senlority 1ist of Group 'D° eﬁ“loyb‘i“x_

and also by the promotion of the 3rd reqéondent as L.D.C. by

order ét,6,1,95, / :
i :
The applicant was initialiy appointeg on casud

basis as keu..
-~ Central Administrative Tribunal, Hyde

on 10,6,.86 and his services ..
~arised w.e,f, 25.11

The applicant claims that he is eligﬁble to ~-
Rard

promotion to the post of LDC/Daftry/as per the proviiif

the Recruitment Rules, He had earlier filed OA.SSjjS;

ging the seniority list of Group ‘f‘ emp loyees cir¢
J
12/15~7~91, The applicstin. was allowed and it was

twing the applicant the benefit of Note-1Is

'in lettexr F.NO, -, &
"~ mstt dated 11,7,91 0

adnoc service rendered by the agr_ /
/ Ca el

as regular service anglkeflx hys seniority /
A revised seniority 1list of thg Group ‘DYl /
issued on 6,1,95 pursuant to ?ﬁe above /;}
though the applicant was giveﬁ the pl /
as claimed by him in OA, 558/92 The ‘

~has been shown at the top of the.

the applicant is that the 3rd )
figure in the earlier seniorﬂ/ fﬁhi
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Hyderabad Bench on transfer at his own request in the year
' J L
f

1989 that therefore he should rank junior to the/applicant
tf
I

v
in the gradation list of Group ‘D* employees anqjthat the
il !
[

placement of the 3rdrespondent at the top of the| seniority
i I
list is illegal, arbitrary and void abhitio. Hﬁs further dESe

is that when a seniority list is altered Dy 1nc;udlng a person
if r

whosn name_was not there in the senjority list brev1ously #

The princiy hes of natural

should ble
ngven to other persons,
r

notice
mancs notice being given to all the effected persons
|

3xd respond%nt has comé

oh transfer to Hyderabad Bench and should téken the bo¢tom
L]

seniority as on that date fihe promotion of th# seniority list

justice de
The applicant contends that as the

who
]
_;f I
|

should be deemed toO be senlor to him is violatlve of the
S L
provisions of the recruitment rules. = I
‘ ! ‘ I

We have heard in detail the le#rned counsel for
l

3,

the applicant, We have perused the applicat%on and the;materlal'

papers annexed thereto, We have also heardjhr.N.v.Raghhva rReddy,
J. In orde%'to

learned standing counsel for the respondent!
ascertain whether 3rd fespondent who was tr%nsferred f%om
J r
ounds or at his owP request

pPrincipal Bench on administrative ﬁ;

we directed the counsel for the respondents fto make avallable
]
g nsferreq as also

the orders by which the 3rd respondent was, tra
) !
f any by which the grant r{of TA and DA of the
Frém the

the proceedings i
We perused the‘#rders.

applicant was considered,
)

s clear that the 3rd responden? was transferred
i

orders it i
nly on admlnlstra

from Principal Bench not on his request but o

ThF case of the applic

l

grounds and he was granted TA and DA
taken the bottom

therefore that the 3rd respondent should Pe
cn is

seniority as on which date joined the Hy?erabad Ben
\
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untenable because an official transferred from 4ne unit |
r '
to another unit on administrative ground cannoﬁlbe made |

to lose in seniority, It is an admitted case ﬁkat the 3rd&

I

| !
respondent commenced service though in the Priﬁcipal Bench at
Qhe applicant

Delhi much earlier than the applicant, W®While

I
commenced his service only in June 1986 3rd re%pondent

I
commenced his service in January 1986, b thL benefit 1n

I
to the 3rd respondent as the 3rd respondent #$ in all reépects

o f
OA,.558/92 if available to the applicant is avzllable as well
identically placed as the applicant, Therefoie, the con&entlon

I
of the applicant that the 3réd respondent is JlnlOI to the
appJ-J.‘wUlL [ . II rT

: L~ —me atall, } ‘f
q, Mr, K.Sudhakar Reddy, learned co$nsel for the

= applicant with considerable vehemente argued that when the

seniority list is revised and a person was t there agall

I
in the seniority list is included at a placg determlne@ to
|

others principles of natural justice requlr% notice be#ng given
[ I .

Beca#Se the

to them., We are not impressed by this argument,
!

3ré respondent obviously and admittedly ha# commencedghis
! I

service in the CAT in Japuary 1986 while t%e applicané started
~nluv in November 1986 and therefore the 3ré respondent is

sepior to him anad 1v »w- - ’ E
el mdim a placement

Before the revised se Hiority 11=?'was

issued the name of the 3rd respondent waslnot at the;
!

at a proper place,
top of

t-e seniority list because a gifferent pr inciple waspfollowed

at the time when the seniority list was 1 sued in Oﬁ'558/92

Nas counted;for the
|

was issued., Now that the adhoc service
S b

purpose of theiﬂ”“°(”7f from January 198 was takenplnto

account,

Therefore, it cannot be said abat any aertrarynes

illegality or fayouritism had been show# in the maﬁ;er of

|
he senio f:'ity list,
|

there is no recuirment of gyblng any noFlce to t
I

placing the 3rd respondent at the top of t
Therefore,
-l
| N
i
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other persons whose name was figured in the sem%ority listﬁ

5. In the light of the above disvueeive -- --

that there is practigally nc case is regulatedl

}n this case,

Therefore, weﬁz;;_)find there is no merit in t?&s OA and h?nce

this OA is rejected under Section 19 {3) of the Administrative

Tripbunals Act, No order as to costs, [ '

et

D p” , _ .
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Member {(Admn, ) o Memper (Judl,)
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