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0 R D E R 

By nadan Bohan. Judic ia1 Waaber -

By filing this OA, the applieantb have sought the

follouin main relief

«i. Order dt. 9.1.2002(ANN-A/4) passed by the 
respendents be queshed and farther the respondents 
1 i 2 be directed to fill-up the vacancy of Chargemen 
Gr-I strictly as per the seniority?

2 . The b rie f facts o f the case are as fo llow s:

The applicants are v^orking on the post of Chargetnan G r.II

and they are senior to  respondent No.3 , The department

issued a sen iority  i i s t  as on 2 5 .1 0 .9 8 . one Ramesh singh,

chargeman G r.I has been promoted as A ssistant Foreman

vide order dated 2 9 .1 1 .2 0 0 1 . Therefore the vacancy on

the post of chargeman G r.I occured. Respondent N o.3 who is

junior to the applicants has been promoted against the

vacancy occurred due to the promotion of Ramesh Singh

vide order dated 8 .1 ,2 0 0 2 . The applicants submitted a

representation on 2 1 .1 .0 2 . The respondents informed the

petition ers vide le tte r  dated 2 3 .1 .0 2  that the fe.an on

promotion has been l i f te d  by the ordnance Factory Board

from the post of Chargeman G r.II to Chargeman G r.I for

those whose date of sen iority  is  after 1 0 .5 .9 3 . The

applicants are senior to respondent N o.3 and the ban

has been l i f te d  without any reservation but in the
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reply to the representation sui^mitted by the applicants, 

respondent No.2 wrongly said that the ban has been l i f t e d  

for those whose date o f sen iority  is  after 1 0 .5 .9 3 . Even 

assuming but not admitting that the ban is  l i f t e d  ohly for  

those whose date of sen iority  i s  after 1 0 .5 .9 3  but the 

petitioners 13 & 14 are chargemen G r.II after the sen iority  

dated 1 0 .5 .9 3 , the reply o f the respondent No.2 is  incorrect 

and f a ls e . Inspite of the representations submitted by 

the applicants, no heed has been paid to th eir grievance. 

Therefore th is  oA is  f i le d .

3. Heard learned counsel for both p a rtie s . I t  is  argued 

on behalf o f the applicant that apparently respondent N o.3 

i s  senior to the applicants as i s  shown by the sen iority  

l i s t  f i le d  by the applicants but the respondents have 

ignored the sen iority  of the applicants and have promoted 

respondent N o.3 against the provisions of law. Applicants 

made several representations in  th is regard but these were 

not considered by the respondents. I t  is  gross in ju stice  

Committed by the respondents to the applicants.

4 . In rep ly , learned counsel for respondents argued that 

respondent N o.3 belonged to  Electronics stream and applicants 

are from Mechanical stream, promotions are also effected  

from the sen iority  r o lls  maintained on d iscip lin e  wise 

depending on vacancies available on respective stream.

The Contention of the applicants that promotions are based 

on Common sen iority  is  not correct and the applicants 

cannot compare th eir sen iority  with respondent N o.3 as 

they are borne on d ifferen t cadres even though grade is  

the came.

5. After hearing learned counsel ..for both parties and 

careful perusal of the records, we find that in the sen iority  

l i s t  at page 18 enclosed with the oA, Ku.Sandhya Choudhary 

has q u a lifica tio n  of Diploma in  Electronics while the 

applicants have stated that they are from Mechanical s id e ..
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Hence the arguments advanced on behalf of the respondents 

that the applicants are from Mechanical stream and promotions 

are effected  from the sen io rity  r o lls  maintained on 

d iscip lin e  wise depending on vacancies available on 

respective stream are tenable. Respondent N o.3 Ku.sandhya 

Choudhary is  from electrical*' stream having disploma in  

e lectro n ics . In view of the argxjments advanced on behalf 

of the respondents, the applicants* contention seems to be 

not le g a lly  ju s t i f ie d . Hence the oA deserves to be dism issed. 

Accordingly the oA is  dismissed.
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(Madan Mohan) (M.p.Singh)
ju d ic ia l Member Vice Chairman
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