IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL : HYDERABAD BENCH

AT HYDERABAD.

R.P.ﬁo.120/92 in | ' Date of Order : Ro-{{~72
0.A,N0.274/92, :

1., The'Chief Perasonnel Officer,
$.C.Rly., Secunderabad.

2. The General Manager,
S5.C.Rly., Seeunderabad.

3. Union of India, Rep. by the
Secretary, Rallway Board,
" New Delhi,

4. The'Divl. Rly, Manager,
- S.C.Rly., Hubli Division,
Hubli. "

5. The Divl, Rly. Manager,
S.C.Rly., Guntakal Division,

Guntakal, ;. Applicants/Respondents
Vs.
A,Krishna Murthy | .e Respondent/hpplicant

‘Counsel for the Applicants/

Respondents :¢ Shri N.V.Ramana, SC for Rlys
Counsel for the Respondent/ .

Applicant :: Shri G.v.Subba Rao

CORAM 3

Hon'ble Shri R.Balasubramanian : Member(A)
Hon'ble Shri C.J.Roy : Member (J)

I Order of the Division Bench delivered by Hon'ble Shri
C.J.Roy, Member (J} I

(In circulation),

This review petition is filed in 0.A.No0,.274/92 seeking
a review of the judgement dt, 7.§.92 in the 0.A.
2, Originally, the cadre of OfficeISupérintendent was a
zonal cadre and the applicant on promotion was posted from
lGuntakal to Hublidﬁn December. 1990, Subsequently, in
February, 1992, a policy decision was taken that the posts 0
Qffice Superintendents would be decentralised and would beco
a divisional cadre. On this ground, the request of the
applicant for transfer from Hubli to Guntakal was rejected;
In the judgement, this Tribunal upheld the right of the
respondents to take policy decisions such as the one in

this casepbut noted that the Rallways had basically failed
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The chief Personnel Otficer,..
s.C.Rly, secunderabad.

' The Général'Manégér; S.C.Kkly,’
. Secunder abad.

The Secretary, Union of India,
Railway -Board, NeWnpelhi. . .

. The Divisional Railway Manager, S.C.Rly

Hubli Division, Hubli,

The Divisional.-Railway Manager, S.C.Rly, .

Guntakael Civision, Guntakal,
One copy *to Mr.N,v.Ramana, SC forRlys, CAT,Hyd.
One -copy to Mr.G,V.Subba. Rao, Advocate, CAT.Hyd.
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+o take options when they converted a particular cadre
from zonal to divisional one, This is where the. injustice

had crept in and though we upheld the right of the respondents

bw_cfm@_&u@ Unnnntls , WE danacked

‘ rﬂ;-w
that the case of the applicant andf’ jsimilar cases
\:igif;Lavevaee shouldafeﬂ-}be considered because in the first
ihstance they were not giyenAoptions. When they were promoted,

it was a zonal cadre and they could be posted anywhere in the

_ zone. The decision to decentralise it was taken subsequently

and hence should not operate against the interests of those
who had already been promoted when the cadre was a zonal one,
It 13 now contended in the review petition that the direcrion
would e»-J at the very roots of the policy of the Railways‘
which had been upheld. It will not., what the Railways

are required to do is to consgider those who were promoted
and posted when it was a zonal cadre only. They have to be
given the options regarding their choice of the‘division

in accordance with the current policy of the Railwafs.

After taking such options, as and when opportunities tffgfb
they have all to be accommodaéed-Q?ﬂbﬂn this manner there wil
be no discrimination which the review appl icants was apprehenGmms
Ehere is no error apparent and the deéision given was a
conscious one after taking into censideration the failure

of the Railways to adopt the right courae at the proper'timei
There is no case for review and the review application

iz dismissed with no order as to costs,

Mw%__

( R.Balasubramanian )'\ ' ( J. R
.J.Roy )
Member (A) . Member(J).

pated: >t 0w November, 1992.
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