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IN THE CENTRAL ~DMINISTFATIVE TRIBUNAL, JAIPUF BENCH, 

JAIPUR 

OA J.-.Jc. :?9.3/ :?OOc) 

Shyarr• Suncler Tewari s,'c. $hri nand Ra!T1 Tewari aged .5..J years 

r/o Q.No.l5A, RE-Type-II, rc.ta Jun·::tic.n, rc,ta r:·resently 

working as UDC in the office of Chief Works Manager 

Wagon'Fepair Shop, Western Railway, rota Jn. rota • 

• • Applicant 

Versus 

1. Union c,f Inc1i;:; thr,:.ugh General Manager, Western 

Railway, Churchgate, Muwbai 

2. Chief Wc.rJ:s t·lanager, Wagc.n Repair Shop, Western 

Railway, Rota Jn. Kota. 

., 
-'• Ow Prakash, UDC, Inspection Se~ticn of Workshop, 

Kota. 

4. Suni 1 run··.:n· Gauta m, Heacl •:1 et·J: C,' 0 SS ( t-lHP) , 

Railway Wor}:ehc·r:,, Western F'ail\-Jay, fc·ta Junction, 

Kota. 

5. F.Narain, Head ClerJ:, t:.jc .:c.nsc·l 2uperintendent, 

Co!T1puter Cell I Rail\-Jay wc,rJ:eh.::r:•t Western .Rail\vay, 

Kota Junction, Kota. 

•• Respondents 

Mr. B.C.Jain, counsel for the applicant. 

Mr. R.G.Gupta, counsel for respondent nos. 1 and ~ 

Mr. Anil Mehta, ~ounsel for respondent No.3. 

CORAM: 

HON'BLE MR. S.F.AGRAWAL, MEMBER (ADMINISTRATIVE) 

HON'BLE MR. M.L.CHAOHAN, MEMBER (JUDICIAL) 

0 R D E R (ORAL) 

In this OA, the applicant has disputed the 

senic·rity list c1atec1 ::3.~ .. 1~1el which was republished in 

1990 and thereafter again republished on 16.6.93. The 
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prayer of the applicant in this OA is to direct the 

respondent:: t0 cle·:-lare the senic.rity list elated 115.15.9<3 

(Ann.A/lA) placing the appl~cant at SL.Na.9 as illegal and 

a 1 so that the respondents t.e cH. re.:-t eel t O:• r;:,nk the 

applicant between Sl.Ho. ~ and 5 af the seniority list by 

assigning him cc.rre.:-t eenioriry p.:,sition. 

~. -. The facts of the case are that the applicant was 

initially appointed .:,n 1.3.1915:3 in the F!PP department in 

the scale of Fs. 70-35 (A.3.) and from 1.3.1968 tc 

7 .l.lS179 he wo:.rl:ed o:.n the pc.st ,:_,f Fal:shal: in the FPP 

Department when he was medically decatGgorised 

consequently absorbed ae Paniwala in the rota Wortehop in 

the scaleRs. 196-~3~ (R). As stated t.y the respondente in 

the counter reply at page 7, Shri •Jrr Pral:ash ( resr:··=·nclent 

IJc .• 3) was wo:.rJ:ing in the higher s.:-ale frcrr· :: .• 11.19715, Shri 

::unD rurr•ar Gautarn (reer_: .. :.ndent tJ.:,.-n was worl:ing in the 

higher scale frc.n; E'.•S.En.s and Shri R.Harayan (respc.ndent 

no.5) was working in the higher scale from 1.8.1978 

whereas the scale of pay of the applicant was lower to the 

respc.ndent;.; Hc,s. 3,~ ~ 5. It is, therefc.re, ·:-lear that the 

private responclen~ Nos. 3,~, & 5 were senior to the 

apt=·l i .:-ant. Thereafter the respondents prepared a 

provision-al merit list f·:..r the [:.C·St c.f Clerl: and in the 

said list al S(t 1 the appl i .:-ant was junior tc· private 

respondent nos. -. to 1:' Aggrieved by this seni o:.r i ty list, .:.. _, . 
the ar:·r:·l i C"ant rr·ade a representation dated 9. 3.19.91 

(Jl.nn.Rl) regarding his gdevan•:-e that hi:: name has been 

shown in the seniority list below respondent Nos. 3 to 5. 

Thereafter the applicant made ~epeated representations and 

since no relief has been granted to hiw, he has filed this 

OA after rr·c,re than 20 years. 
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3. The off i r:- i al respondents as well ae the private 

reepc,ndent No.3 have cc·ntested this ar,.plio:·a~t·~~by filing 

separate replies. By way of prelirrdnary objections, the 

respondents have submitted that this OA is hopelessly 

barred by Urrdtation. On merits, it has been stated that 

the applicant was never senior to:, respondent Nos. 3 to 5. 

They have further stated that the seniority list was 

rightly prepared. The respondents have also submitted 

that, as a matter of fact, the seniority list dated 

30.10.90 was republished vide 0rder dated 16.6.98 and the 

same was never challengecl by the applicant. at that point 

of tiwe. 

4. We have gone through the facts and the agruments 

putforth on behalf of the applicant as well ae the 

respondents. Frorr' the facts, it is wore than establi~:hec1 

that the respondent Nos. 3 to 5 were always senior to the 
earlier 

appl i .:-ant si nr:-e they \-."ere in the higher grade L than the 

applicant before absorption as LDC. After a lapse of more 

than 20 years, the issue cannot now be challenged ty the 

appU r:-ant, which will unsettle the whole thing and not 

permissible under the law • 

5. we, therefore, find no merit in the present OA 

and the same is dis~i~:sed with no order as to costs. 

(M.L.CHAUHAN) (S.K.AGF<AWAL) 

Member (J) Merrber (A) 


