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. . .  Applicant

CEKTRMi ATjHIKISTRATIVE TRIEUI^jL 
LUCKl^OW bench

0 . A.No, 3 53/89

Monday this the 14 th day ofPEbruary^aOOO

CORM^

HCK'ELE A.V# HARIDASiM, VICE- CHAIBMAK 
H0N*BLE MR. KEGI, M)MIKISTRATIVE MEMBÎ R

SC Rastogi, Personal Inspector 
Office of theDivl Railvay Manager 
Northern Railway,
Lucknow.

(By Advocate Mr* L#P*Sh\ikla)

Vs.

1 . Union of India through the

Genefal Manager, Northern Railv?ay,
Boaroda House, Nev Delhi,

2 . Chief personnel Officer 
Northern Railv?ay,
Baroda House, Ne^ Delhi.

3. Divisional Railv?ay Manager 
Northern Railv«jay, Hazratganj, Lucknow^

4« -Senior Divisional Personnel Officer# 
Northern RailvFay, Hazratganj, Lucknov?.

5. Sri Arun Shama, Personal iBspector, 
Diviional Railway Managers Officer 
Northern Railvay, Hiazrtatganj, Lucknow,

6e Sri Reman Shama -do- 

(By Advocate Mr, Anil Srivastava)

Responclnts

The application having been heard on 14,2 ,2000, the 
Tribunal on the sesne day dvlivered the followingf
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HON’BLE MR« A.V# HARIDASAN, VICE CHAIRMAN

The applicant and respondents 4&5 were selected and 

onpanelled for promotion to the post of Personal Inspector 

while they vjefe working as Senior Clerks. The respondents 

5&6 were placed belowthe applicant in the panel. As 

per the printed Sl,NOe6814A dated 15.7,77 as also the 

letter dated 27.9.85 of the General Manager, Senior Clerks 

before appearing for the selection examination as also 

after selection and empanelment for promotion as Personal
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Inspector should catercise their option to oome into 

that cadre ^  for all further career advancsnents.

Once final option is given ©fter pl.ecing in the panel 

the option is not reversible* The applicant as also

respondents 5&6 were pronoted es Personal Inspectors*

The applicant had a grievance that the respondents 5fit6

and another person had been given statde^ary post while

the applicant was put in charge of adjudication factual

job analysis tean which involved outsider duties and

touring. Since the family ground of the applicant was 

not congenial for such an outsider job the applicant made 

a request to the Divisional Railway Manager for a 

stationary posting or for leave. This request was not 

acceded to- Hence he ma^e a request for reversion to 

the post of Senior Clerk* The request of the applicant 

was acceded to and he was reverted to the post of Senior

Clerk by order dated 29.10 ,86 . While the applicant was

reverted to the roinisterial cadre, the ministerial staff

association made representation against it* The applicant

also made a representation (Annexur .A .8) on 24.11*86

seeking cancellation of the order of reversion. The above

representation of the applicant was accepted and the 4th

respondent passed the order dated 13*2.87 cancelling 

the order of applicant's reversion and allowing hjjn to 

continue to work as a Personal Inspector in the grade 

Rs .425-640 (1400-2300 revised) posting him at PCDO Seat. 

The respondents s&S challenged the cancellation of the 

applicant's reversion and restoration of seniority as 

according to them they h ecm e  entitled to be senior to the
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applicant fcy a representation which v&s rejected fcy 

th® third respondent by order dated 19*9«88 ( A n n e x u r e • 

Aggrieved by that they took up the matter before the 

second respondent. The second respondent on considerat- 

ion of the above representation passed Annextire,12 order

dated 16,11.88 holding that Shri Rastogi the applicant

’̂ould ran k junior in serrilority to respondents 5&6 as

he Isas got seniority in the list of P*I« after facing

reversion only oh joining back ie ,, with effect frc»n

13 .2 .87 . The applicant aggrieved by A12 order made a

representation to the second respondent whidh vas rejected

by the impugned order A .16 . It is aggrieved that 

the applicant has file;d this application. According to 

him the 4th respondent could nothave reverted the 

applicant as he had g iv e n  his irrevocable option to go 

as a Personal Inspector ano therefcxe as per the rules 

and instructions on the ©ubject# the applicant was not 

to lose his seniority. The applicant has also stated

that the reliance placed on the printed s i .7126 and 8876

(A ,13 a n d  A .14) is misplaced a n d  the s e c o n d  respondent

has mislead theabove two circulars. With these allegations

the applicant seek to have the jjnpugned order set aside

and his seniority restored.
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2 . we have heard the learned counsel of the

applicant as also Shri Anil Srivastava learned counsel 

for the respondents 1 to 4 . That the applicant and res­

pondents 5&6 were placed in one and the same panel for 

pronotion to tbe post of Personal “̂ nspector and thatt 

the applicant was placed above respondents 5&6 are not
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in dispute, Thcit the applicant, was a'%feM.§r

Clerk with effect from 29,10,86 and rejoined that post , 

ors 13,2,87 is also not disputed. The sole question that 

(£alls for consideration is as the option of the applicant 

after eropanelment for proroption to the post of Personal 

Inspector having been final whether the 4th respondent 

was competent to revert' C16'rk«'''ev@fe-- he

was so reverted on re-prcmotion whether he would get

his seniority over respondents 5&6, As far as the can-

petence fox reversion is cxjncerned, though the option

after anpanelrrient is said to be final, there is no

adibargo on the competent authority in entertaining

a request of an employee for being ffi©V!©xt̂ dtctoe alcla%«©£

post. It was only on the request of the applicant that 

he was reverted.

3. Regarding the question whether the applicant

would lose his seniority over respondents 4&5 or would
■̂Ait

reg©iK/t>n his restoration to the post of Personal Inspector^ 

the irnstcuctiODSccofttained in Circular No . 6814A are 

abundantly dear. Prom the clarification given in tie

circular 7126 and 8876 it is very clear that in a case

where after promotion one has been reverted on his request

the bar for consideration for prcmotion would operate

just as a personnel who has declined to accept prcsnotion.

In this case as the applicant has been reverted on his

request those vSio w€re placed in the sane panel along

with the applicant and weire promoted would undoubtedly

rank and continue senior to the applicant. We, therefore, 

do not find any infirmity in the order passed fcy the second

respondent in this case,
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4 , In  th€: result, the applicstion fails and

the sane is dianissed leaving the parties to bear 

thedr om  costs.

Dated the 14th day of Sebruary#2G(|0
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J*L- NEGI 
ADMIKISTRATIVE MEMBER

A.V.^HmDASAK 
VICE chairman

S.
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