N THE CEN']R.AL ADHJNJ}:‘IRATIVE TR IBUNAL , JODHPIR BENCH,
J (&) D HP UR,

| Date of Order 3 06.10.2000.
‘OOAQ Nos 271/1997

| Khajan Singh 8/0 Late Shri Senwar Lal, aged sbout 59 years
R/Q Naya Bas, Mahamandm.x:, J@hpw.aetired C.T.J:. from office

_4 & “of the D.C.T.1, Northern Railway, Jodhpur,
see Applicant
Vs |
1. Union of India through the General Manager,
' Northern Railway, Ba.reda House, New Delhi,

2e The Div is:.onal Railway Hanager. Nogt.hern Railway.
Jodhpur.

3. The Divisional Personnel Officer, Northerm Railway,
Jodhpur, | | |

see Respondents

.~,‘f‘>‘:~-_~~._,~v::_‘<;,/f‘——/j:f;;\;p /’ Hon'ble Mr, Justiee B.3. Raikote, Vice Chairman
>
o Honl ble Mr:. Gopal 51ngh, Adminiatrative Manber
0 R D E &

( PER chm.s Mo G@m.. &msu )

In this application undexr Section 19 of the

o

A@ministrgtive Tribunals act, 1985, applicant Khajan Singh,
has grayed for quashing t.he i@@ea orxder dated 08.1.'97
| (Annexure A/l) aad.erder dated 10.5. ‘97 (Annexure A/2) and
| for a dir c@ion to the respondents to regularize promotion
. of the applicant on the post of CTI grade i5.2000-3200 w.e.f.
’ 01.1.°84 with all éonseqntentlal benefits, R
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:[ 2 E‘acts leading to ctroversy in this case are that
| the applicant was initially appointed as Ticket Collector
grade 33.110-180 on 99.9.’59 on Bikaner Division of Northem
Railway. The applicant was pro:noted to officlate as CQnductor
scale 3.425.640 purely on ad hoc basis and t.euporary local
arrangement vide reslmndents 1et.ter dated 28.10.' 75. The
.;\;f\ abplic;an_t ‘was reverted on 19.11 ._"75 and in hi,s place on&
& .N, Kapoor (senior to the ép‘plicant) -was promted as cohlducCw
£or. SN, kapobi had qﬁalified in P6A e;ours,e: and had also
epted £9r the _pest of cenduct;qr. ‘_;E:‘urther, one Devi@jé@jéipal
a 8C candidate and senior to t.he applicant was promoted to
the post_ of TTIX écale i54425-640 on ad hoc basis agaipst. a poix

reserved for ST Category vide respondents' order dated 4.3.76

(annexure R/4) . The applicant was promoted to officiate at

: /regularly promted as such woe.f. 13.11.279, 29.4.* €2 and
1elle* 82 res;:ectwely. rhe applz.cant has been given promotiac
to the scale ns.550-750/|s.1600-2660 Wwe€o.f, 141.'84 vide order
dated 1.2.'96 (Aunexure &/5) and further to the scale of
5,2000-3200 Weesfe 1.3.'93 vide letter dated 29.8.'1996

M (Annexure A/9) « | |

9 3. Applicant's contention is (i) that S.N. Kapgor had

not given any Opticn *'or promtion to the post of confluctor
and as such he should not have been appomted as such by

i reverting the applicant, (ii) Siml_ary Devi Ram Pipal had nd

opted T promotion and the applicant being seniormost SC

candidate should have been pramted as T‘I‘I agamst the ST

point and (ij.i) Applicant was senicr to K.C. Soni. Piara Sin:

: éq’«wﬂ%; - Contd..3
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and as;P. Sahni as TTI and, therefore, he should have been
promoted @arlier to them to the scale of f5,1600-2660 and
R3.2000=3200.

4, In the counter, the respondents have denied the
Se We have heard the learned Counsel for the parties,

and perused the x:ecords of the case carefully.

6 It is éeenvfrom record that S,N, Kapoor had opted

for promotion to ’t'l'_;e post of Conductor Qide annexure R/3.,
SN, Kapoof was undoqbtedly seni'o:l'to the épplic@t and had
also passed the Q-GA course required for appointment to the
post of Conductor, ‘rm:s,- we do not find any ;Lllegality in
respopde,nﬁs' vaction in reverting the applicant and appointing
§.N. Kapoor in his place. -Thus; the contention of the apf?li..

“ cant in this regard is rejected. In regard to promotion as

" TTI against 8T point, the applicant has himrself stated in his

i f, representation dated 15.11.'94 (aAnnexure A/3) that pevi Ram

Pipal is senior to the applicant. It is also seen from
Annéxare R/4 dated 4,3.,'76 that De,zvi R&M pipal has opted for
ﬁx. Thus, appointing pévi Ram Pipal against the ST point
cannot be faulted. Finally appliéant has contended that hg
is senior to K.Z. Soni, Piara Singh and S.p. Sahnis The:
applicant has hot produced any sehiérity list to substantiate
his claim in this regéfd. aAs has been meétioned in para 2
above that the applicant was.plromoted as ITX on ad hoc basis
Weeofe ‘11 «10.,"78 and was given regular promotion w.e.fe.
27.9.' 8 on qualifying the selection whereas K.C. Soni..‘ Plara
Singh and Si.P. Sahni 'were regulaily promoted w'.e.f. 13 .11.79.
29.4.82 and 1,11.' & respec;:tive]..y.\ Here the applicant is
coantiﬁg his seniority since 11,10.'78, the date on whi¢ch he
was promoted on ad fxoc basisg, Sinog the appli_cgmt was reguls

ly appointed w.e.f. 27.9.*82 on qualifying the selection, he

CC’N‘«%:__M ) contde. . 0_4
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cannot be permitted t.é count the ad boc service for the
purpose of seniority; 36IQOVer, the qupl’icwt has not pfodﬁoed
any seniority list to Vest-ablish his claim in this regard..i In
this view of the matter, oontept;on of the applicant. that
he is senior to K.C. $on_i., ‘PAigré\ Singh and &_.1?. Sahni cannot
be accepted, FPurther, the 'applicani; accepted prd@tion to the
scale of m;1600-;600 and Bs.2000-3200 vige Annexuke A5 and
A/9 without any protest and he has not challenged these orders

of promotion.

o Te In the light of above discussion, we are of the .
T view that the.application is devoid of any merit and deserves

. to be aismissed.

- The Original Application is accordingly dismissed

" with no order as to costs.

e il M

( GOPAL S INGH ) { B.S. Raikote )
‘Adm, Mamber = Vice Chairman
*Jk



