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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
BANGALORE BENCH 

Commercial Complex(BDA) 
Indiranegar 
Bangalore - 560 038 

Dated uS JUN 1988 
APPLICATION NO. 	166/88(r) 	 - 

Applicant 

Smt S. Rajalakshmi Prabhakar 	V/s 

Respondents 

The OG, Telecommunications, New Delhi 
& 10 Ore 

7. Smt Chandra Baranabas 
Senior Telephone Supervisor 
CMX, C/c General Manager 
Telecom District 
Bangalore - 560 009 

B. Smt K. Swarna Devi 
Senior Telephone Supervisor 
ThX, -C/c General Manager 
Telecom District 
Bangalore - 560 009 

9. Smt V. Vijayalakshmi 
Senior Telephone Supervisor 
TMX, Bangalore Telecom District 
Bangalore - 560 009 

10.Shri S. Murthy 
Senior Telephone Supervisor 
C/c UNX, General Manager 
Telecom District 
Bangalore - 560 009 

Smt J. Krishnamurthy 
Senior Telephone Supervisor 
TFX, General Manager 
Telecom District 
Bangalore 560 009 

Smt K. 3anakj 
Senior Telephone Supervisor 
CMX, General Manager 
Telecom District 
Bangalore - 560 009 

To 

Smt S. Rajalakshmi Prabhakar 
Senior Telephone Supervisor 
Trunk Manual Exchange 
Bangalore Telephones 
Bangalore - 560 001 

Shri S.K. Srinivaaan 
Advocate 
35 (Above Hotel Swagath) 
1st Main, Gandhinagar 
Bangalore - 560 009 

The Director General 
Department of TelecommUnications 
Sanchar Bhavan 
New Delhi - 110 001 

The General Manager 	- 	-- 
Telephones 
K.G. Road 
Bangalore - 560 009. 

S. Smt H.R. Nagamrna 
Senior Telephone Supervisor 
CMX, Bangalore Telephones 
Bangalore - 560 001 

6. Smt R. Cyril 
Senior Telephone Supervisor 
.Bangalore Telephones 
Bangalore - 560 009 

cJ)c. 

* 
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13. Shri M.. Balakrishna 
Senior Telephoh Supervisor 
CNX General Manager 
Telecom District 
Banalore - 560 bo9 

.14w. Shri M. Vasudeva Rao 
> Central Govt. StngCounsel 

High Court Building 
Banalore - 560 001 

Subject : SENDING ' COPIES OF ORDER PASSED BY THE BENCH 

Pl4se find enclosed herewith the copy of ORDER passed by this Tribunal 

in the above said applications on 3-6-88. 

:EGISTAR 	- 

EnclA above 
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Smt.S.Rajalakshmi Prabhakar, 	 - 
Working as Senior Telephone Supervisor, 
Trunk nanual Exchange, 
Bangalore Telephone, 

Bangalore — 1. 	 ... 	 Applicant 

( Sri S..Srinivasan 	... 	Advocate ) 

. 	vs. Ae 

1. The Direcor General, 
Department o? Tele—comrnunications, 

.. 	Sanchar Bhavan, 	 ••• 
New Delhi — 1. 

- 	2. The General lianager, 	 • 	 = 
Telephones, K.C.Road, 
Banalore — 9. 

H.f.Nagamrna, 
Working as Senior Telephone Supervisor, 
CIIX, Bangalore — 1. 	 . 

R.Cyril, 
U/a Sr. Telephone.SuperviSor, 
Bangalore Telephones, 
Bangalore — 9. 	 - 

Chandra Baranabas, 
W/a Sr. Telephone Supervisor, 	. 	 . 	. • . •. •. 	.. 	.4 

CliX, G.M. Telecor, District, 	 — 
Bangalore — 9. 

6k.Swarr!a Devi 	• 	• 	• 	 . 	• • . 	 • • 	.. .1 
• 	 w/a Sr.Teiephone Supervisor, 	 • . 

TiX, Bangalore, G.1.Telecom 
Dist. Bangalore — 9. 

70 ti.\lijayalakshmi, 	 . 
U/a Sr. Telephone Supervisor, 	 • 	. 

	

— 	 Tr1X, Bangalore Telecom Dist. 	. 

• -:Bangalore —.9. 	• 	. .• • 	 • 	• • 

- 	• 	•• 

 

B. S.Iurthy, 	 . 	 • • 

	

: 	
Telephone Supervisor, 

—Bangalore v 

""M 

;9: J.Krishnamurthyq 
Supervisor, 

	

TI9X, G.li.Telecom Dist.Bangalore. 	 - 

K.3anaki, 	 - 
ui/a Sr. Telephone Supervisor, 	 - 	-) -. 	•. •.; 	. 	CMX,G 	TèlecomOiStB8flQalore.: . - . . • 	. = 	 - 

. 	
•• 	___1_vI 	.; 	.. 	 - 

	

L . 	. 	. 	 • - 	 . 	••• 	 ... 	...... 



U 

.. 

—2— 	
. 	I. 

•. • 	 S 

11. Tl.1.Balakrisbna, 	. 	 . 
W/a Sr.Telephone Supervisor, 
C1X, 6.f1.Telecoffi Dist.Bangalore. 	... 	Respondents 

(• Sri M. Vasudeva Rao 	•.. . Advocate ) 

This application having come up today, Hon'ble Sri 

- 	P.Srinivasan, Plember(A) made the following 

ORDER 

The applicant who joined the Bangalore Telephones 

as an Operator on 1.9.5.1950 was promoted as Supervisor, Lower 	VJ 
'II' c 

Selection rade(LSG) in the grade of s.425-700,( She was posted 

as Observation Supervisor in the same grade from 3.6.1976 

t)w, P 	 While she was so workino, the department 

separated the cadre of Observation Supervisors(OS) from the 

cadre of Supervisors(LSf). This separation took place in 

190 and thereafter, the Department of Telecommunications 

called for options from the existing OSs, to choose to con-

tinue as OS and to forego all subsequent benefits in their 

parent cadrt, ie., confirmation, promotion to LS[ flonitor 

or HSC flonitor.(Sr.Supervisors), as the case may be or to 

revert to their parent cadre. She exercised the option to 

continue as OS on 27.9.1980 and was confirmed in that post 

w.e.f. 1.3.80. The separte cadre of OS was abolished w.e.f. 

1.4.1987. Persons who were then workingas OS were given the 

option to go back to their original cadre, in which case, 

their original seniority in that cadre would be restored.. 

The applicant exercised the option and was re.-tored to her 

original position of seniority in the cadre of Supervisors 

(LSO) and she was promoted to the higher post af.SeniorjTS' 

,ef. 22.5.1987 on an ad—hoc basis. The applicant',s grievance 

in this application is that while she was working as OS 

between 1976 and 1987, persons who were junior to her in the 
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grade of Supervisor LSG had been promoted to poets of Senior' 

TS and that-she should also be 	iveri that promotion from the 

date her juniors were so promoted 	the post. 

At this stage, we may mention that there are 

11 respondents in this application. Respondents 1 and 2 

are the Director General of Telecommunications and the 

General nanager, Telephones, Bangalore, 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 been promoted 

as Senior TS when they were promoted. All the respondents, 

except respondents 8 and 9, have been duly served. Notices 

issued to respondents B and 9 have been returned unserved 

for one reason or the other, As will be clear from what 

we have stated earlier, the interests of respondents 8 and 

9 are identical with those of respondents 3 to 7 and 10 

and 11, The Government, who are respondents 1 and 2, have 

been duly served. We may here mention ttat the applicant's 

claim is only that she should be promoted from the date her 

juniors were promoted and not that she should be promoted 

in their place, resulting in their reversion. We are satis-

fied that it is not reasonably practicable to serve notices 

of the application upon respondents 8 and 9. We are also 

satisfied that notices of application have been served on 

the Central Government and all other respondents, who ade- 

-,61 uately and sufficiently represent the interests of res-

ndents 8 and 9. We hereby dispense with the issue of 

otices to respondents B and 9, and proceed to.deal- with 

the application on merits. 	 - 

Sri S.K.Srinivasan, learned counsel for the 

iV -TV-' 



(LSG) and her seniority in that cadre was restored, she 

should have been given promotion to the next higher post 

of Senior TS retrospectively from the date her juniors 

were promoted to the post. He, 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 the respondents, submits that when the applicant was 

appointed as OS wef. 3.5.1976, she gave up the channel of 

promotion available to supervisor LSG and exercised an 

option to that effect on 27.9.1980. Therefore, as long 

as the applicant was working as OS, the question 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 OS, in 

April, 1987, to go back to her orinal 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 retrospective 

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 altogether. Therefore 
( 	. 

	

TJ7 	.promoting the applicant to the post of Senior TS in the 

I'2( 
fJinext available vacancy on 22.5.1987 was all that could be 

WT 	ij 'II 47/ done. He. therefore, submitted that the application be 
-. 	

dismissed. 



original post and consequently gave up the channel of pro— 

motion available from that post. When the cadre of OS was 

separated, persons holding those posts were - asked to opt 

either to continue as OS and forego all benefits of their 

parent cadre or to revert to their parent cadre. Th 

applicant opted to continue as OS. Therefore, during the 

period she continued as OS, she obviously could not be 

given, promotion in her original parent cadre. The res—

pondents have indeed been fair to the applicant, in that 

on her reversion to the parent cadre in 1987, in pursu—

ance of her optionto do so exercised on 3.4.1987, they 

promptly promoted her to the next higher post and that 

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

claim of the applicant for retrospective promotion. 

6. 	 Having said so much, we must refer to a 

directly raised in this appli— pointy  which has not been 

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 cadre of Supeivisor(LSG) 

above respondents 3 to 11. 1? Jhe had not gone out to 

the post of OS, 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 respondents to 

fix her initial pay on her actual promotion to the post of 

enior IS w.e.f'.22.5.1987 under F.F.27 takino into account 

hat 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 respondents I and 2 and they will consider 

the application 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 

, 
or 

is' 
I( 
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VICE CHAIRIIAN 	 FIEMBER (A) 

an. 	 TRUE COPY 

in the previous paragraph. Parties to bear their own costs. 

3Ji' 

FFICER 
CENTRAL ADMINIS11ATIVE TRS'. 

tDBITI9UAL BERCH 
RAIGALDRE 


