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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, JAIPUR BENCH, JAIPUR. 

0 .A No .18 3/f;ej(~l~ 

l. Munshi Lal Jatav, S/o Shri 

Date of order: ~;y/4 

Vijay Singh, working as 

Shunti~g_ Jamadar, 0/o Chief-works Manager, W.Rly, Kota. 

2. Om Prakash, S/o Shri Shiv Lal Singh, working as 

Shunting Jamad~ar, 0/o Chief Works Manager, W .• Rly, Kota • 

••• Applicants. 

Vs. 

1. Union of India: through General Manager, W ;Rly, 

Churchgate, Mumbai. 

2. Divisional Rly~Manager, W.Rly, Kota Div1sion 1 Kota. 

'3. Chief Works Manager, W.Rl~ 1 Kota bivision1 Kota. 

4. The ·Divisional-Operating Manag~r (DOM)(Esti), W.Rly, 
. . 

. . 
Kota Diviiion,:Kota. 

5. Sh_.Jagania 1 B 1 
1 Cabi.nmari, 'working as Shunting Jamadar 1 

Workshop, W.Rly 1 Kota. 

6.. Shri Joga Singh, Cabinman1 working as Shunting Jam·adar, 

Workshop, W.Rly, Kota. 

• •• Respondents. 
' - .. 

Mr.P.V.Calla - ~ounsel for the applicants. 

Mi.R.G.Gupfa - Counsei f6r respondents Nos.l-4. 

·.:. CORAM: 

Hon'ble Mr.S.K.Agarwal, Judicial Member 

Hon'ble Mr.N.P.Nawani 1 Administrative Member. 

' "PER H_ON 1 BLE MR.S.K.AGARWAL, JUDICIAL MEMBE:R. 

Iri this Origina~ Application filed under Se~.l9 of the 

Administrative Trlbunals Act, 1985,-the applicant ~akes a 

prayer to declare the Orders at Annx.Al ~nd Annx.A2 :."~:~.:__>''...5 
' illegal and to direct ~he r~spondents to hold r~gular 

selection to the post of Shunting J-amada·r and- the applicants 

~ay be aliowed to ~o~k,on the post 6f Sh~nting Jamadar so long 

as i~gularly selected hands· from Kbta Division are not 

available. 
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- 2. ~n br~ef, fact~ of th~ cise as stat~d by the applicarits 
. ' . ! 

are that the applicants Nos.l & 2 entered in service as Group-
. 'I 

' ' . 
. D employees~on the post•ot Pointsman in the yea~ 1980-and.l981 

• I ' 

respectively. Thereafter, they were _promoted to ~he post o-f 

Senior Poiritsm.an in the_ year 1982 and 1986 resp~cti~el:y. It is 

stated t6at t~e pos~ ~f-Shuntirig Jamadar·i~ a -~election po~t 
• • J . 

. I , 
and there existed 3 posts of Shunting Jamadar in the sc'ale 

. ' 
. ! 

Rs.4000~6000. Acting ~pon the-directions of respondent ·No.2, 
., 

· the- applicants were p~omoteo on the post of Shunting Jamadar 
I . 

vide order dated 2:8-.95 and 5.6.98 respectively and the · /. 
' . . ! .. ' -.. \ . 

I · I 

·_applicants are discharging their duties with full 

·satisfact~o~. It is· stated ' . . l " 
since long_and the prjvate 

- . 
that the applic~nts·are working 

respondents are-not w6rkirig at the 
' 

. . - ; - \ I . . 

strength of Wor~shop. ~nder respondent ·No.3, therefore, t.hey 
' I ' ' • •. 

a~~ not eligible but -Jhe respondents have re~er~~d the.· 
I I . . 

applic'n~s on t~e one!hand·and p~omoted th~ pri~ate 
' 

respondents on ad hoc[basis on the other hand on th~ same 
. • i '~ . : . 

terms and conditiqns qn w}1ich· the applicants were promoted. It 
I .. 

I 

is stated that. the action ~f the official respondents removing 
j_ 

' 
. the ad hoc promot tees :and put.ting fresh ad hoc pr.omot tees ar-e 

. I 

contrary t'o th~ rules :and as such, the same is bad i-n law. . . . . i ' 
Therefore, the applic4nts have prayed to quash and set aside 

l, • .;--

3 •. Reply was file4 •. In·the reply it i~ stated that private 
. . I 

,respondents Nos.5 & 6 twere senior to the applicants and were 
I ' 

' -
p'os):ed on the p,ost of \Shunting ~amadar vide order dated 5.4.99 

~ . .J \\\ vac·anci~s on regular ~as is, the ad hoc promotion of· the · 

.~-- . · (Annx.A __ l). a·nd co_nsequ,nt upon the filli~g up the available 

~ . I • 

_ . - - applicant~- w~re ~ithd~~wn_ a·rid th.ey were.-reverted t.o their 
- . . -I - . . .. . - -

.original pos'ts of Pointsman. Therefore, th.e impugned .orders 
I· - . - . . - . 

ar~ pe~fectly le~al add valid. The applicants were revert~d 
I· 

. -! - - . ' . ' . 
from the post of Shuntjing Jamadar to- the post of Sr.P.ointsman 

! ' • . 
' . l . 

~:md separately the .pr~:vate re~ponden'ts who were senior most in 
I 
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'I 

the semiority list notifie-d vide· ordr d'ated."E/T/1030/45 dated. 
. I ... 

'20 • 7 • 9'8,. we,rie pr~'moted _on/ ad_ ~oc ba~is elsewhere •• Therefore,- · 

the appl1cants should npt! haye any ·grievance with the impugned 

Qrders and ~he applicaQt~ are·having no case fo~ interferenc~ 
! 
' by· this Tribunal. : 
l. 
I I 

· · 4. - · Heard the le~rned !counsel for the parties and also 
:-

. -1 

perused th~ whole r•cord4-
·.! 

5 •. 
I 

On a- perusal-· of the record, it beco·mes abundantly clear 

that priva.te respondents) Nos.S & 6 are defin_itely seni·qr to 

the applicants_, ther~for~, on ·account of filling up of all . the . . ·.. ' . . ! . . . 
• ' 1, • 

. ·available·vacanci~s on ~~gular· basis their promotiori on the. 
. . I . 

. . . . ; ' . . . : . 
post of ·shunting Jai:nadar: .the reversion of the· applicants was 

I 

consequentlal as. the ap~licants were promotea on ad.hoc ·basis 
! ' . 

which does not confer ·a9y ri'c;Jht. to the applicants to rema-in on 

the po_st. From the aver~ents of the p-arties, it b~comes 
. ' i . . . . . •' 

. abundantly clear _that r~s~)onde.nt:s Nos .5 & 6 were undisput~dly 
. . 

senior to tpe applicant~,- theiefore, if pn available posts at 
• J ' I . _. 

I , 

Kota having been filled. UJ? .on regula~ basispf respond~nts 
I 

Nos;.S & 6 if the ad hod promotion ·of the applicants· was 
'. 

-withdrawn, then in our :con'sidered view., .we do ·not find any 
. . I • 

infirmity/illegality ai)d there is no ba.sis .before us to 
. . ·! . \ 

iQterfere in the imp~g~ed ·b~ders passed by the r•sp6ndents. 
, . I , . , 

- ' I . . . . . 

In our con~idered view,.the a~pli~ants have no case f6r 6. 
. ~- . 

I . . 

interference by this T~ibunal ~nd thi~ b.A devoid of any merit 
\ ' ~ . ,I . I 

is liab_le to be. di'smis.sed-; 
i ' 

7. We, therefore, ~ismiss the O.A having no merits with no 

order as t.o costs. 

cU· --~ 
~ ' .· 

(N.P.Nawani). · 

Member (A). 

I . 

.·~ 
(.S .K. Agarwal) 

Member (J) •. 
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