
IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL I HYDERABAD BbNeti 

AT HYDERABAD
11 

O.A.No.953/92 a-'jqcj~-Date of Judgement 	-W<3- 

BETWEEN: 

s.Seetha RamamlTla 	 .. Applicant. 

A N D 

1.. The Sr. Divisional commercial Supdt., 
S.C.Railway, vijayawada. 

The Divisional Personnel 
Off icer, s.C.RailwaY, 
vijayawada. 

Sr. Divisional personnel 
Officer, 8.C.RailwaY, 
vijayawada. 

The Station suprintendent. 
vijayawada Station, Respon vijayawada. 	 .. 	 dePts. 

Counsel for the Applicant 	 .. Mr.G.V.SUbba Rao 

Counsel for the Respondents 	 .. Mr.C.VeriII I
katamallaR 

CORAM: 

HON 'BLE SHRI T .CHANDRASEKHARA REDDY, MEMBER (JUDE 
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Judgement of the Single Member Bench delivred by 

Hon'ble Shri T,Chandrasekhara Reddy, Mernber(judl.)f 11 

This is an application filed under Section1  19 of 

the Administrative Tribunals Act to direct the respondents to 

quash the order passed by the respondents changingte nature 

of duties of the applicant from that of a passengerj water woman 

to that of a luggage porter and to pass such othercrder or 

orders as may deem £ it and proper in the circumstaflces of the 

case. 	 H 

The facts giving rise to this O.A. in brif, are 

II 

as follows;- 	
. 	 I I 

The applicant was originally appointed as'' Sanitary 

Sweeper in the Medical Department of Railways on 7,6.1979. On 

17.1.1990 the applicant was transferred to the Commercial 

Department as a Waterwoman. On the report of the Platform j 

Inspector, the Senior Divisional Commercial Managr had issued 

letter No.B/C/Sr.DCSmW/92 dated 17.91.1992 to 

SS(G)BZA to transfer the applicant to the origina]st of 

Hamal at Parcel Office. In persuance of the letter, the 

Platform Inspector issued relief memo to the applicant on 

18.9. 1992 'and the applicant was asked to report to SS(G)BZA 

for further posting. The action of the Senior Di&sionai 

Commercial Manager seeking traniro1; the applicant to the 

post of Hamal at Parcel Office is questioned by the applicant 

in this O.A. on the ground-of malafide&and the applicant 

souh.the relief as indicated above. 

Counter is filed by the respobdents opppsing this 

O.A. 	 H 

In the counter of the respondents it is maintained 

that the applicant's work as Platform Water woman1was  not atal 

satisfactory and the Platform Inspector, Vijayawaiajas 

C 	 ..3. 
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S. 

per his letter dated 1.9.1992 for unsatisfactory kork of the 

applicant recommended her transfer and in view of Fthe said 

letter only that the necessary action is sought to be taken 

as against the applicant. 

S. 	We have heard Mr.G.V.Subba Rao, AdvocateLfor the 

• applicant and Mr.C.Venkatamalla Reddy, Standing Cunsel for 

the respondents. 	 F: 

6. 	One of the arguments raised by the learned counsel 

F for the applicant is that it was not open for the bivisional 

F Commercial Superintendent to change the duties of 	he applicant 

F by transferring her from the post of Platform Water Woman to 

F that of Hamal, which post of Hamal requires the dutaes of 

carrying head loacs which the applicant is not in a i position 

to perform on account of weaic health and the said àrder ehanginc 

er duties passed by the Divisional Commercial Suprintendent 

F ! is not valis. 	The Senior Divisional Commercial Manger is the 

Administrative Officer under whose control the applicant is 

working. 	The Senior Divisional Commercial Manager 1,ssued 
F 

• orders and the personnel Branch was intimated. 	As the Senior 

Divisional Commercial Manager is incharge of adminitration, 

in our opinion he has got power to transfer the appiLcant from 

• the post of Platfortn Waterwornan to that of Hamal as 	oth the 

posts posts are of the same cadre. 	So, we are not prepard3 to 
F 

agree the contention of the learned counsel for the applicant tt 

that the said order passed by the Senior Divisional Commercial 

Manager transferring the applicant from the post of platform 

F 

Waterwoman to the .post of Hamal is not valid. 	It maj be 

pointed out here that Hamal, Luggage Porter, WaitingRoom 

F Attendant, Retiring Room Attendant and Waterman are one cadre 

posts. 	So, as all the posts belong to one cadre in the 

• interests of Administration, in 	thpinion 	Senior our 	the 

Divivional Commercial Manager has got rower to change and 

• assign duties to all employees working in the said posts. 

1.4 
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To 
The sr.bivisionai Commercial Superintendent, 

S.C.Railway, vijayawada. 
The Diviiona1 Personnel Officer, 
S.0 .Railway, vijayawada. 

The Sr.Divisional Personnel Officer, 
S.C.Raiiway, vijayawada. 

The station Superintendent, Vijayawada Station, 
Vi jayawada. 

One copy to Mr.G.V.Subba Rao, Advocate, CAT.FIyd. 
One copy. to Mr.C.enkatamalla Reddy,SC for Rlys CAT.Hyd. 

One spare copy. 

pVLfl 

I 
£ 

F 
F 

k'° 



E 
It is contended that the whole background for tratisf erring 

the applicant from the post of Waterwornan to tha4 of Hamal 

is the request made by the 'applicañ't to post her as Waiting 

Room Attendant and the representation put to the higher 

authorities and to post her as Hamal. The record discloses 

that the applicant 'is not sincere in discharging her duties 

as Platform Waterwoman. As a matter of fact the iatform 

ëtOihad sent report as-against th applicank  with rega 

to the unsatisfactory work of the applicant as P]iatform 

Waterwoman. So, it may not be proper to attribue! any malaf 

transfer the applicant from the post of Water 'Woman to th 

of Hamal in view of the circumstances of the casL 

7. 	The learned counsel for the applicant stongly 

contended that the post of Hamal requires a perscn with sound 

health and able body and that the applicant herein!  is having 

poor health due to the tubectomy operation she had, undergone 

in the year 1989 and by carrying heavy head loadS that her 

health may be affected. In view of the contentions of the 

learned counsel for the applicant, the respondenJs: may consid 

to assign such duties only to the applicant which She could 

perform without her health being effected in anyHway due to 

the discharge of her official duties. We see nometits in 

this case and this O.A. is liable to be dismissed and 

accordingly dismissed. The parties shall bear ti4eir own 

costs. 
The status quo order dt.30.10.92 passed by this 

Tribunal stands vacated in view of the djsrnjssal!iof the O.A. 

7 
(T. CHANDRASEKHA] 

Member(judl) 

February. 1991 
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