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IN THE CBHTRAL ADMIMNIETRATIVE TFIEUIIAL,JAIFUF EEINCH,JAIFUR.

OaA 279/2000

w

fanjesv Mizhra, Sr.coods Guard, rvrezident of 16, Model Town,
Civil Lines, Kota.

«.. Applicant

Versus
1. Tnion of India through Gensral Manager, Western FRailway,
Churchgats, Mumbali.
2. Divisional Railway Manager (B), Western Failway, Fota.
3. Ajava Tumar Dixit, Soods Guard undsr Station Manager,

Western Railway, Lota Junction.

... Respondents

CORAM:
HOM'BLE MR,JUSTICE P,.2.RAITICOTE,VICE CHAIRMAN
HOMN'BLE MP.II.P.ITAWAIIT, ADMIUISTRATIVE MEMEER
For the Applicant ees Mr.v.P.Mishra
For the Respondents -___
ORDER
PER HON'BLE MR.JUSTICE E.Z,RAIIOTE, VICE CHAIRMAN

rezpondents IIo.l and 2 from revising the 3seniority of the

private re2zpondant Uo.2 viz-a-viz applicant vide impugnad zhow-
canss notice datbzd 2.2.2000 (Annexars A1), There 1z a

further prayer to quash thz zhow-cause noitice Jdated 41.5.2000

(Annexure A/l).
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rzading «f the zhow-cauze notbice  Jdated

18]

3nad a
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4,5,2000, we find that the respondents Uo.l and 2 have 1

notice az te whv the senicrity should not b2 changed by placing
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the private r2apondent at 21.Mc.422 of the senicrity list of
A

Goods Guardas. The le2arnad ccounasl for the applicant =tatsd
that the applicant haz already sulmitted hiz dstailed reply to

the said show-cause notice vide Annexure A/E and the
authoritiss may vevise the senicrity list against the inteareat
«f the applicant. RPut, in our visw, as on toaday the

aunthorities have noft d2cided the matter cne way or the other.

The applicant has approached this Tribunal only with 2o0me

apprzshenzions, may ke true, may nob be true. It iz alsc not

clear as to what would ke the effeck of revizicn of the
genicrity list, if any. In these civcumstances, we find that

thiz case iz too premature. However, the learnsd counsel for

—

thz apprlicant haz relied upon the judgement of Hon'ble tha

sSupreme Courc, reporited at (1994) 27 AT 248 (Prem Daszs Adiwal

i

ve Union of India and Gthers) contending that he can file an

application for injunction hefore this Tribunal on the baszis of

threst

ul

nzd revzrsicon. But after gJgoing through the 3aid
judjyement we find that in that «case the applicant had
approached the Tfibunal against the decision already taken and
a formal order was t£o ke commonicated. But in thiz case no
crdzr haz yet keen passed_on'the reprezentation made by the
applicant. Therefore, we find that the =2aid judgemanit <f the

Hon'kle Supreme Court is disztinguishable from the factz of this

caze.  Accordingly, we pazs the order as under :-

The Original Application is Jdi

smiszed as prematures, at

the stags <of admizsion, without expressing any opinion on the

merits of this case.
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(11.P.HAWANT) (BE.2.RAIKOTE)

MEMBEER (A) VICE CHAIFMAN



