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APPLICATION NO.  166/88(F)
Applicant Respondente
Smt S. Rajalakshmi Prabhakar V/s The DG, Telacommunications, New Dslhi
& 10 Ors
To
1. Smt . Rajalakshmi Prabhakar 7. Smt Chandra Baranabas

3.

5.

RN S

6.

Bs”‘/ /@ s

Senior Telephons Supaervisor
Trunk Manual Excheange
Bangalore Telephones
Bangalore - 560 001

Shri S.K. 8.
Advocate
35 (Above
Ist Main,
Bangalors

Srinivasan

Hotel Swagath)
Gandhinagar
- 560 009
The Director General %
Départment of Telecomminications
Sanchar Bhavan
- New Delhi - 110 001

~The General Manager . - — Y

Telephones
K.G. Road v
Bangalors - 560 009

Smt H.R, Nagamma

Sanior Telephone Supervisor
CMX, Bangalore Telephones
Bangalore - 560 001

1.

Smt R. Cyril

Senior Telephone Supsrvisor
Bangalors Telephones
Bangalore - 560 009 .

12,

Senior Telaphone Supservisor
CMX, C/o General Manager
Telecom District

Bangalore - 560 009

Smt K. Swarna Devi

Sanior Telephone Supervisor
TMX, €/o General Managsr
Télecom District

Bangalore - 560 009

Smt V. Vijayalakshmi

Senior Telephone Supsrvisor
TMX, Bangalors Telecom District
Bangalore - 560 009

Shri 8, Murthy

Senior Tslephone Superv;sor
t/o UMX, Gensral Manager
Telacom District

Bangalore - 560 009 .

Smt J. Krishnamurthy

Senior Telsphone Supervisor
TMX, Gensral Manager
Telecom District

Bangalore <= 560 009

Smt K. Janaki

Senior Telephone Suparvisor
tMX, Genaral Manager
Telecom District

- Bangalore -~ 560 009

) ....2



13. Shri M.J. Balakrishna
Sanior Telephohe Supervisor
BNX Gensral Manager
) Telchm District
Bangalora - 560 009

.14¢ Shri M. Vasudeva Rao
Z CBntral Govt. Stng Counsel.
High Court Building
éalora ~ 560 001

l
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Subject 1 SENDING = COPIES OF ORDER PASSED BY THE BENCH

_Plagsa find enclosed herewith the copy of ORDER passed by this Tribunal

in the above said applications on 3- 88.
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fiworking'as Senior,Telephone Supervisor,
- Trunk Manual Exchange,’ S
Bangalors Telephone,

"Bangalore =M T e

(5ot Su.Srintvasan . e..  Advocats

VS,

'1,‘The Dlreckor General

‘Department of Tele-commun1Cct10ns
Sanchar Bhavan,
New Delhi = 1. . °

,2..TheeGeneral Managef,
‘Telephones, K.G.Road,
Bangalore = 9,

3. H.R.Nagamma,
" Working as Senior Telephone SupeerSor,
CMX, Bangalore = 1. C '

4, n.Cyrll .
"~ Wfa Sr. Telephone Supervisor, _
‘Bangalore Telsphones, -

Bangalore - 9,

5. Chandra Baranabas, .
W/a Sr. Telephone Supervisor, .
CMX G.M. Telecom, Dlstrlct
Bangalore -9,

'BQ'K Swarna Devi§

’N/a Sr. Telepnone Supervisor,
‘TMX, Bangelere, G.M.Telecom
Dist. Bangalore - 9. °

7a U ViJayalakshml,
W/a Sr. Telephone ‘Supervisor,
TrX, Bangalore Telecom Dlst.
- Bangalore -.9. » '

Murthy,
m/a Sr. Telephone Supervisor,
c/o-UMX, G.M. Telephone Dist.
-Bangalore -

'J.Kriéhnamurthy, ‘ :
w/a Sr.Telephone Supervisor,
:TMX, G.M.Telecom Dist.Bangzlore. .
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.11. M,J.Balakrishna,

W/a Sr.Telephone Supervisor, . ‘
CMX, G.Mm.Telecom Dist.Bangalors. eve °  Respondents

( sri M, Vasudeva Rao ees . Advocate )

This application having come up today, Hon'ble Sri

p.Srinivasan, Member(A) made the following

ORDER ) ,

The applicant who joined the Bancalore Telephones
as an Operator on 19.5.1950 was promoted as Supervisor, Lower
. Le4kg}*{m“23v1‘ﬁ6y.
Selection Grede(LSG) in the grade of %.425-70%{\»Shs was posted
as Observation Supervisor in the seme grade from 3.6.1975,

XX - dhilz she was so working, the department
separated the cadre of Observation Supervisors(0S) from the
cadre of Supervisors(LSG). This separation took place in
1930 and thereafter, the Department of Telecommunications'
called for options from the existing 05s, to choose to con-
tinue as 0S and to forego all subsequent benefits in their
perent cedre, ie., confirmation, promotion to LSG Moﬁitor
or HSC Monitor . (Sr.Supervisors), as the case mey be or to
revert £o their parent cadre. She exercised the option to
continue &s 0S on 27.9.1980 énd was confirmed in thst post
weeof. 1.3.80. The separste cadre of 0S was abolished w.e.f.
1.4.1987. Persons who werse then wo;kingas 0S were civen the
option to go back to their originzl cadre, in which case,
their original seniority in that cadre would be restored, .

The applicant exercised the option and was restored go her
original position of seniority in t he cadre of Supervisors‘ }5
(LSG) and she was promoted to the higher post of-;‘;niorj\tl'S\

ef. 22.5.1987 on an ad-hoc basis. The applicant!'s grievénce

in this application is that while she was working és oS |

between 1976 and.1987, persons who were junior to her in the
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grade of Supsrvisor LSG had heen'proﬁoteqtioisagﬁé of'Seﬁipr'

- - ¥

-

TS and that_she should also be g%ven that promotion from the

date her juniors were so promoted the post,

2, ' At thig stage, we may mention that there are
11 respondents in this application. Respondents 1 and 2
are the Director Gensral of Telecommunications and the
Gensral Manager, Telesphones, Bangelore, respectively.
Respondents 3 to 11 are persons who were junior to the
applicant in her parent cadre_of Supervisor LSG and in res—
pect of whom her claim is that she should have beeﬁ promoted
as Senior TS when they were promoted. All the reSpbndents,
except respondents 8 and 9, have been.duly served, Notices
issued to respondents 8 and 9 have bsen returned unéervéd
for one reason or the other. As will bte clear from what -
we have stated earlier, the interests of respondents 8 and
9 .are identical with those of raspondents 3 to 7 and 10

and 11, The Government, who are respondents 1 and 2, have
beeh duly served. e may here mention that the applicant's
claim is only thzt she should be promoted from the date her
juniors were promoted and not that she should be promoted
in their pléce, resulﬂing in their reversion. We are satis-
fied that it is not reasonably pracficable to serve notices
of the application upon respondents 8 and 9. UWe are also
satisfied that notices of épplication have been served on
the Central Government and all other reépondents, who ade-
uately and sufficiently represent the interests of res—
ndents 8 and 9. UWe hereby dispense with the issue qf
otices to respondents 8 and 9, and proceed to_deaygw;th

the application on merits,

3. Sri S.K.Srinivasan, learned counsel for the
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ap;;licant, submits that once the applicant é.x:.e%rcised the
- --opticn to come bzck to her originallcadre'of Subervisor

(LSG) and her seniority in that cad;e was restored, shg

should have bsen giﬁen promotion to the next higher post

of Senior TS retrospsctively from the date her juniers

were promoted to the post. Hé, therefore, submits that

this Tribunal should direct the respondents to consider

the case of the applicant for such retrospective promotion.

4, ' Sri M,Vasudeva Rao, learned counsel appearing
for ths respondents, submits that when the applicant was
appointed as 0S wef., 3.6.1976, she gave up the channel of
promotion available to supervisor LSG and exercised an
option to thet effect on 27.9.1980. Therefore, as lang

as the applicant was working as 0S, the gquestion of pro-
moting her to the next higher post of Senior TS in the
parent cadre did not arise. As soon as she exercised the
option on the abolition of the separate cadre of 05, in
Aéril, 1987, to go back to her original cadre, the respon-
dents promptly restored her seniority in the grade of
Supervisor LSG and since her juniors in that cadre had
already been promoted, gave her promotion in the next
available vacancy of Senior TS wef. 22.5.1987 on an ad-hoc
basis. She could not be given promotion with ratroépective
effect from the dates her juniors were promoted, these

dates ranging from 1973 to 1985, when the applicant was

clearly working in a different cadre sltogether, >Therefore
promotiRg the applicant to the post of Senior TS in the

ext available vacancy on 22,5,1987 was all fhét could be
done., He, thereforse, submitted that the application be

dismissed,
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carefully. The position cannot be disputed that on her -
appointment as 0S m;é.f.‘3.6.1976, the applicéntyleft her
original post and consequently gave up the channel of pro-

motion available from that post. UWhen the cadre of 0S was

separated, persons holding those posts were asked ta obt-w*

either to continue as 0S and forego all benefits p@itheirl“

parent cadre or to revert to their parent cadre.

applicant opted to continue as 0S. Therefore, dbriﬂéithe

-period she continued as 0S, she obviously could not be

‘given promotion in her original pzrent cadre. The res-

pondenté have indeed been fair to the applicant, in that
on her reversion to the parent cadre in 1887, in pursu-
ance of hef option-to do so exsrcised on 3.4.1987, tﬁey
promptly promotedﬁﬁi;’to the next higher post.and that

is all they could do. ue, therefore, cannot allow the

claim of the applicant for retrospsctive promotion.

6. %3 - Having said so much, we must refer to a
point, which has not been directly raised in this appli-
cation. The respondents do not deny that ‘'on her return

to her parent cadre, she was restored to her original
position of seniority in the cadte'of Supelvisor(LSG)
above respondents 3 to 11. If Bhe had not gone out to

the post of 05; she would have got promotion in her parent
cadre when her juniors were promoted. In this background,

the applicant could make a request to the respondants to

l»fix her initial pay on her actuzl promotion to the post of

Senior TS w.2.f.22.5.1987 under F.R.27 taking into account

that her juniors-.were drawing higher pay than her in that

" post on that date. The applicant may make an application
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to this effect to reSpondenps 1and 2 and they will consider

the applicetion from the standpoint of hardship and give a

decision thereon,

7 In view of what has been stated above, the

application is dismissed, subject to the observations made

in the previous paragraph. Partiss to bear their own costs.
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" TVIEE CHATRMAN %\"\f/ MEMBER (A) 21<?
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