
IN THE CEHTFAL ADMIHISTPATrVE TFIBUtlAL, JArPUP BEW~H, JArPUR. 

Dat~ of ard~r: 21.10.97 

1. Lalit ~umar, S/a Shri Eal rrishan Modal:, Bharatpur. 

2. Shri Pa1wir Sin:;Jh, Sj.:, Sht·i I-Jari Sinojh, I~o:.ta . 

••. Applicants. 

Vs. 

l. Union of India through the G~n~ral Manag~r, W~atern 

Pailway, Churchgat~, Bombay. 

? 
--'• ( M\'~<' Pj·::) ='" •• _,L W t- Ct. I-s:n·i IJathu Ram 

( 

SOM und~r row 3t Bharatpur, W.R. 

4. Shri Athtar Hus2ain, MCP/Carp~ntar, at pr~s~nt employed 

as ad hac SOM at row, ~ata. 

Mr.Shiv ~umar, cauna61 far applicants. 

CORAM: 

Hon'ble Mr.O.P.Sharma, Administrative Member 

Hon'ble Mr.Patan Prataah, Judicial M~mber. 

PEP I-WU'ELE Mf.(,.P.SHAPMA, 1\DMilTISTF.ATIVE MEMBER. 

In this ap~licatian und~r S~c.l9 af the Administrative 

Tribunals Act, 1985, S/Shri Lalit rumar and.Panvir Singh have 

pra7ed that the order dated 2~.11.1993 (Annx.Al) ordering the 

reversion of the app~icanta from the f~st af Sub-Overseer 

Miatr7 (SOM) to the Graup-D past may be quashed with all 

consequential benefits. 

2. The ca2e of the applicante i2 that they were initially 

appointed to Group-D pasta in 1976 3nd 1978 respectively. Bath 

joined in ap~n line in 198~. Applications w~re invited far 

certain vacant pasta of SOM in Survey and Construction 

Department. The ~pplicanta also appli~d and they were al2o 

/ 
allowed to 3ppear in the 2uitability t~at. They were empanelled 

and promoted an the past of SOM. Subsequently, hawev~r; they 

were ordered to be rev~rted in 1986 an the ground that their 

nJ 
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namea had teen deleted from the aele~t: liet be~~use the7 did 
.. 

not poasesa the minimum eligibility ~ondition of 3 7eara' 

(Old Uo.~36/86) and 637/9~ (Old No.~35/86) whi~h were disposed 

the Tribun3l held the deletion of the n3mes of the appli~ants 

from the sele~t panel as valid. However, the respondents were 

dire~ted to ~onaider continuing the ~pplicant2 on ad ho~ basis 

~ rights of those who 3re in the panel and who ma7 be senior to 

them. The applicante have now vide order dated ~4.11.1993 

(Annx.Al) been reverted to their original Group-D posts. The 

. rave 
apr::·li~anta 1Ba.e3il·~·j the ·3Pl:.C•intmenta ·=·f resf•C·ndents llo:•a.3 .:< -J ,_ 

on the post of SOM b7 the aforesaid order d~ted ~~.11.93 on the 

the poat of SOM for the last 7 7ears and ~laim to be suitable 

no spe~i3l occaa1on has arisen to juatif7 the reversion of the 

applicants to the lower post. The7 have accordingly pra7ed that 

their revereion m37 be declared illegal and the7 may be allowed 

to ~ontinue on the ~)st of SOM. 

') -· . The respondents in their reply have stated that when the 

matter {;~3~udi·:::at·~d t.:-i the Tt·iJ:.unal, the Tt·ibunal had h·~ld that 

the ~pplicants have no right to remain on the poet of SOM 

because their names had been rightl7 deleted from the panel for 

of the 3pplicants on the poat of SOM on ~ccount of the st3y 

granted ty the Tribunal, the Tribunal had directed the offici31 

respondents to consider the continuance of the appli~anta on ad 

h.: .. :: bEt2.12 .:.nth·~ r: .. :.st o:·f ::.oM if th·~Y wet·e f.:.und suitabl·~ and 
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who.may be s~nior to th~m. Th~r~for~, the administr3tion was 

I 

of SOM 9ff~ct~d the rights of senior p~reons. 

rights w~r~ dir~ctl7 aff~cted b~ the cantinuanc~ of the 

a~plicants on th~ ~ost of SOM. Ther~fore, it haa become 
/ 

nec~asary far the adminietration to promot~ the 2~niore and to 

to be promoted on 

polic7 of the Pailways. 

r~veraion of the applicants, after pasain~ of orders Annxs.A~ 

and A3 G7 the Tribunal. He added that the suitability of the 

\ 

b~~n reverted in epit~ of the fact that the Tribunal had 

directed that their aui~abilit7 ahould b~ judged for 

continuance bn the poat of SOM on ad .. hoc basia. 

t: -· . We have h~ard the.learn~d couneel for th~ applicant and 
·" 

•, 

6. We find that the matter haa already subatantiv~l7 been 

637/9~ filed t~ the applicants respectively. The Tribunal haa 

alread7 held in theee ~rd~rs that t~e applicanta did not fulfil 

the requir~m~nta of the l~ngth of service at the tim~ of 

selection to the poet of SOM and th~refore their names had been 

correctly deleted b7 the official respondents from the panel 

f.:.r th·=: p.:.at ·:of 2.(,M. Thus, the :tpr:·li.:anta haven·=·· ri9hta t.:• J:.e 

{)J 
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Tribunal had left it 

to th~ departm~nt to ~onsider continuing th~ applicants on the 

post of SOM on ad hoc basia on the baia of th~ir length of 

servi~e in the post of SOM if found suit~ble, without ~dversel~ 

be senior to the applic~nts. N~ rejoinder haa been filed by the 

applicante disputing th~ claim of the offici~l respondents that 

respondents Noe.3 & 4 are senior to th~ applicants. The learned 

c.:.unsel fc,r the .~r_:.plicsnts als·=· -·~:0:&-~.J:_:. durin·;) his ar·JUID·~nts 

.... me . 
that they were .emp~n~lled. c:tndid:ttee. In th~ee circumstances if 

J. 

the reepondenta h:tve rev~rted the ap~lic~nte to the lower ~~s~ 

h~ld by the appli~anta earlier before their promotion to the 

post of SOM, we cannot interfere with the action of the 

reapondents. The ordere Annzs.A~ & A3 of the Tribunal confer no 

ad hoc bas1s~ After reverting the applicante, the respondents 

eenior to the applicsnts and who were empanelled candidates. In 

these circumstances, we find no infirmity iri the a~tion taten 

by the respondents. 

7. The O.A fs dismissed. No order as to costs. 

c-J 
( o. P •. sl.~ rma) 

Judi~ial Member. ·Adminietr~tive Member. 
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