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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVF TRIBUNAL, JPIPUR BENCHI JAIPUR
Date of order {\Jz;August, 2001

OA No.195/1998

'Bharat Lal Meena s/o Shri Surajmal Meena r/o Plot No. A—2, c/o Rukam

Pala' Vérma, Mahesh Nagar, Ja:pur, preqently worklng as Health
Inepector, Phuleraw
..Applicant’

Versus

/

1.v ) Union -of India tbtbugh Officer of Special Duty:; Nothern

Western Reilway- Jaipur, Rajaéthan through the General

‘ Manager; Western Railway, Chﬁrchgate, Murbai.

2. ! _,Divisionai Railway Mahager (Estt.) Western Railway,

~

Jaipur, Rajasthen _
3.1 ’ The Chief Medical Superiptendent , Railway Hoépital(
| Jalpur, Rajacthan. \ ‘ |
4, - Ratan Lal Banjara, Health Inspector, Offlce of the Chief
Health Inspector, ~:_Razt‘lx,aay Goods Godown (013) Shed,
Jaipur: | \ A
. . .. Respondents
Mr. Y.C.Joshi, ceﬁhsel fcf the aﬁpljcant . —
Mr. S.S.Hasan, counsel for thé respondents Nos. 1 to 3
Mr. P.V.Calla, ceunsel for respondent Nc.4
COi?AM: -
N ) Hon'ble Mr. S. K Aqarwal Judlcna] Member

Hon'ble Mr.A P.Negrath, Admlnlqtratlve Member

ORDER

Per Hon'ble Mr. A.P.Nagrath, .Administrative Member

) The apmﬁicanf is aggrieved with the.foibe Cmdef dated
18 3 98 (Ann Al) by which re=pondent No.4, Shri Ratan Lal Banjara, has
been promoted on ad-hoc basis to the post of Health Inspecter to the
grade Ra‘.—'_.~ 1600—2660/5000—8000. HJS plea is that respcndent Ne.4 is.

¢
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' 12
junicr to him’apd»he-cculd not have been pfomqted‘even on adhoc basis’
overleoking the claim of the senior. The applicant has\alsé sought.
Writ.of\Quo Warranfo against\respondeﬁt Nc.4 for Qorkiﬁg on the pdst

of Health Inspector on the plea that his very initial éppointmen§ was-

-déhors the rules and thét Shri Ratan Lal Banijara deces not belong tec SC

community and that the caste certificate submitted by him at the time -
cf his initial sppoint was false.
2. ‘ When the matter was taken up for hearing, the learned

counsel for. the respondents‘p&aced before us.copy of the sehiority

*list dated 22.5.2001 in which seniority of the Health Inspectors and

Malaria Inspectors in the grades Rs. 7450-11500, Re. €500-10500 and
Rs.-55OQ;9000 have been shown. This decument has been taken on reccrd.
Documents défed 14.2.2600 by'which'shri‘Rataﬁ Lal Banjera has been
n@de'regular in the gfade Rs. 6500f10500,‘§ﬁich was produced at the

time of arguments, is alsc taken on reocrd.

3. _ We find froem theee oocument= that in the arade Rs. 5500~

9000 the appllcant has been_qhown tc be seniormost and reqpondent

_No.4, Shri Ratan.Lal Banjara has been shown at Sl.No.3. The date of

regular apm01ntment in the grade ha= been shown in the case of the
applicant as 1. 3 92 and in the cagse cf recpondent No.4 as 1.3.94. With
thie c]ear dec]aratlon by the Depertment, we find that the grievance
of the appllcant does not survive. The order impugned befcre us is 1n
respect of promotﬁon to the grade Rs. 5000-8000. Graderf Rs.5500-9000
is Stlll a hlqher grade -in which the appl:cant has been\declared to be

=en10r. Thus, in our conﬂldered view; the cause of grievance dces not.

'qurvive. We are not 1nc11ned to go into the question of initial

app01ntment of respondent No.4 as in our view a senior employee cannot
raise a grievance about fhe app01ntment of the Jjunior as th1° dees not
ogive him any locus—standl._The issue cannct be treated o= a Publ:c

Interest Iatlgatlon anéd in service jurisprudence one haS'to progect
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4. ' ~ The learned counsél for the applicént stated that

promotion of responaent NQ.4“tQ ‘the grade of Rs. 6500—10500
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cnes own grievance and 2 senior. cannot heve any grievance over the

junior unless junior supersedes him. - -

~
"

\

.~overlooking ‘the applicant is an. infringement on the rights of the

applicant and- in that view. he ‘stated that ceuse of grievance hes

'continued. We. are not inclined to'qo into this oﬁeéticn in the present

OA as prometicn cof reqpondent No 4 to grade Rs. 6500—10500 ha= not

been challenged h@fore us, If the applicant is aggrleved with th1s

(order, he i=s at liberty to file a2 fresh OA. Bs we ha&e stated supra,

N

‘the cause of action in the present application has'extinguished with

1

Department 's declaration that the applicant is senior to respondent g
No.4 in the grade Rs. 5500-9000.
5. - As the cause of action does not survive, we dismi Ls tk
application as having becoeme infructuocus. No order as to costs.
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(a.P NAGRA ) - /(S.K.AGARWAL)
ACm. ‘Member o R ) ‘ Jud] . Member
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