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Ii THE CuNTRAL ADMINISTRATIVe TRIBUNAL, HYLsRABAD BuNCH
AT HYDCERABAL,

0 IA 'No. 780/94 -

- aa wme We S W e

Date: 2--56«1997,

Between:
. ﬁ‘lo Meld—0s by @rar
i“\ ‘\2. BokamQSh. ‘
© "“3. K.Ramesh,
4. N.C.PraSad Babuo
5, Dominic D'Silva. :
6. P.Murali Krishna, Applicants.

and

1. Divisional Railwgy Manager} South Central
. Railwgy, Secynderabad. .

2. genier Divisional Perscanel Officer, South
L I q.mmderabad-
3, Gavin Jude, Diezel nAssistgnt, Office of wLoco
Foreman, Diesel Rest Rocm, Railu,y Platform
No.X, South Central Railw,y, Secunderabad.

h 4, R.iukesh Kumax, Diesel Assistant, Uffice of
Loco Foreman, Fueling Pouint, South Central
Railw,y, Kazipet, war.ngal Dit.

5., N.Rama Rao, Clesel assistint, Offica of Loco Forsman,
Diesel Rest Ruum, Rallw,y Platform NHo.I, S.C.R,
Secunderabad. .

6, P.lioses Paul Raju, Diesel assistant, Office ef
Loco P Foreman, Diesel Fueling Puint, 3.C.R.,
Kazipﬂt, Warangal Dtl

7. Atul Battscharya, Dicsel Assistant, VUffice of

" Loco Foreman, Diesel Rest ioom, S.C.R. U<C.Bade

8. “id, Y cub P,sha, Diesel Assist,nt, Office eof Loco
~ Foreman, Diesel Fucling Pcinr, S.CeR., Kgzipet,
Warangsl District,

9, T.N.Brasaad, Diesel Assistznt, Office of Loco Foreman,
Diesel Fueling Point, S.CeR., Kazipet war’ngal Dt.

10.P.Potchalah, Diesel Assist. nt, Office of Loce Foreman,
Diesel Fueling P oint, S.C.R., Kazipet Warangal Dt.

Ccounsel “or the applicants: 35ri F.d.5rinlvas for sri S.Laxma
Reddy.

ronsel For the Raspondents:Sri V.Rajeswara Rao for Resnondents.

CORAM ;
UON'BLE SIRT R,RINGARATAN ,Membar (A)

L

HON'B%E SURT B,5.JAT PARAMESHWARA,Member(J).
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JUTSMENT
——————
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(by/Sr{ B.T5nga N2387%, Mamrer (.
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(s Der Hon'ble Shri R, Rangarajan,Membher(d)

There avre =iy anplic-nts in this CLA, They were rzcruitaed

rl
, DSL .
as Flr=sman "A"/Bé /“lectrisal A=sistant in the Grade of Rg,95021500
through the Riliway sceswe o aéﬂhﬂilﬂ“; )
- T ke e trained

anel paasgé'thﬂ Nenartmental Fxaminstion and aftey training
nerind thay are being posted to thz working posts. Both the
appli:;nts and the resnondents 3 to 10-&%25 halong=”" to the

came batch of recrultment, The anplicants underm~n+'+h-

+rairing in the Zonal Training School, Maulali starting &ﬁg:from
X;. ._-_7' By Ar—— - —

4 L = - 3 sald vndervent tha training
from 20211-..198%, wh-n the senioritvy list w=s issuod

in tre gr=92 of Rz,950-1500 p&héﬁtﬁff as om 1A=--9--1993 the
uncfficial resprndents 3 to ﬁtlo‘were shown as seniors ko the

he Alrect recruitment of Firmen Srade "AM,

("I'

in

T
w

applican

hgarieved by that, they Raye filed repreesntariomns
Anted 29--nTe-100% and 4_.2-.2_1994 to show thelr eamdori+yu

ahoue that nf Resrondents 3 te 1N 55 those respondsrts underwent

| aone, S
the Ltralning later +than the applicaﬂts ioined the posts of
K‘ B

Fireman edrlier to them, The . respondents No.,l has‘rejeéteﬂ

T

the representation on the ground that the inter-se seniority

between the applicwﬁgand Respendents 3 to 10 has to ke
—"

> .
aSsivnn@-ﬂqa in accordance with para 303(a) of I.R,EM, e @“ALH}

My nle -

L*tbe inter-se seniority is degided on the basis of the marks
. | I

oftained i the Depsrtwmental Lxamination conducted after train-

et

ing. : Y:}//,/’
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Aggrieved by the abeve, the applicants have

filed this 0.A., for setting aside the impugned

senjority List No. CP/371/ELR ated 15/16-9-1993

published by the 2nd respondent in the cadre eof

Diesel/Electrical AssistaNts i tic wewee -

!

Rs,950-1500 to the extent ef shewing the respondents

Nes., 3 to 10 above the applicants as illegal and
vielative of Articles 14 and 16 ef the Censtitutien

of India and fer a censeguentisl directien to the

respondents to review the same and place the appli-

cants abeve the respendent Nos,, 3 to 10 with all

censequential benefits,

It is stated that Respendents 3 te 10 weré
- b

served with Neticezyhreugh the Departmental Autherities

as submitted by the learned ceunsel fer the efficial

respendents. Neither the reszpendents 3 te 10 ner

Lo - - .

- FR A e Meallaanmal whan the

O,A,, was taken up fer hearing.

The enly ggestien for censideration in this

. O.A.‘ iS:

"Wheéther Para 303(a) of I.R.EM,, is

valid in fixing the inter se séniority

‘between the applicants and Respendent

Nes., 3 to 107 ® V
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The said para reads as follows:

303, The seniority of candidates recruited
through the Railway Recruitment Board or by any

other recruiting authority should be determined

as under;

(a) Candidates who are sent for imitial
training to trainiag st¢hools will rank
in senidrity in the relsvaat grade in
thé order of merit obtalned at the exami-

aation held at the end of the traaing

working posts. Those¢ who join the
subsequeat courses for any reason whatsosver
and those who pass the examination in
subsequent chaaceg,will rank junior teo
those who had passed the examination in

eéarlier courses.,”

A8 per the above parg, the candidatég who sent for
initial training te Training 5chool will rank in senjority
_in the relavent Grade in the oruer of merit obtained tELﬁ
at the examinatien held at the enﬁbf the training peried
befezg being posted to werking posts and thoge whd joidzb
subsequent course f&r any-reggon whatsesver and those
who passed the oxamihation ia subsegquent chances will
rank jﬁnior to ﬁhose,whe had passed thg examination in

"the sarlier course,

It is an admitted fact that the applizant aad .

'
N -



J\/ is one and the same. V
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the respondents 3 to 10 were appointed by the Railway
Recruitment Board through the same Recruitment Procedure

and all of them were recommended for appointment by the same

Jetter of the Railway Recruitment Board. The capacity of the

Training School is being limited, it is not possible to

train all the recommended candidates numbering over 300

~in thys case in one lot. Hence, they were divided into

batches and those batches were trained in different periods.

The applicants as stated were trained in the earlier batch

and the respondents 3 to 10 were trained in a later batch,

This would not megn thaf training imparted to thém at

different periods be termed as the recruitment in that

r the private respondents were re@ruited by a later

P

period o
batch than that of the applicants, For fécility of
training, batches were formulated, Hence, it cannot be said
that the respondent Nos., 3 to 10 joined the training

subsequent to the applicants. It should be construed that

the training course is divided in batches only to ensure
flexibility and facility for giving the training to the

candidates recommended by the same list by recruiting authorities
It is also an admitted fact that a common exami-

nation was conducted for the applicants as well as the private

respondents i.e., 3 to 10 after the training is over..Thé questi

paper to be gnswered by both the applicants and the respondents




The valuation of the'T papers of beth the applicants

and the respondents 3 to 10 was done by the same authority

Hence both the applicants and the private responfS?ts

were subjected to the same type of trestment in regard

to the assessment of their capabilitymnd abllity after
their training period is over. Hence, it has to be
hel%-fhat the marks obtained by ;hem E.e., the applicsnts
and the private respondents in the said common examination
for purpo.c of fixing thsir inter se ffaiérityl in biﬁf

accordance with para 303(a) of I.R.E.M.l\&hen the

' seniority was fiXed as above on the basis of the marks

obtained in the common examination, the applicants cannot
say that they should be plac=d above the Responicnt
Nos., 3 to 10 if the wmarks obtained by the'applicants
in the examination are less than the regpondent Nes., 3 to 10.
The applicants haVe net stated that they have obtainad
more marks than Respondents 3 to 2_10 in the sgid
S— .
erzamination, It is am admitted fact that the applicants
got less marks in fhe examination whicgh was cénducted_
after the training. ﬂyln that view, we find no resgsen

to come to the conclusion théﬁ»thit the seniority list

_issued is irregular or arbltrarye. Hence, we do not find

any reason to interfere with the seniority list issuecd
by the impugned Mamodandwm dated 15/16--9--1993 and

becaucd 6f the same rsason we also £ind mo re,son te

ey N
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to interiere with tha reply given to the applicants

by the respondenta by the impugned l=tter dated 25-3-1994,

In view of tha feoregeing discussion,
we £ind po Werit iu wea- oo

O.A.p is diemissed. HNo cests,

#‘#”ﬂ”,B+STﬁ PARAMESHWAR R.RANGARAJAN
, MEMBER (J) MEMBER (A)

| Dafs‘2~-5~-1997, f%W1
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Dictated in opén gcourt.
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IN THZ CEMTRAL CIMTUISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
HYSZR . BAD BIiCH AY 230 8RO ?

TYPZD 3y
CORPRRED BY

THE HIM'8LZ SHRI R.R..73. 294 4 & MR )
AND

THE HOU'BLE SHRI 5.3.1.1 PAAAMESHWA R
M{I1)
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