IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNALY% HYDERABAD BENCH

HYDERABAD

- -

OA 1421/94

Betwesan

K.T.PLB. Sarma Applicant
And

Union of India represented by

1. Flag Officer Commanding-in-chief
Headquarters, Eastern NavalCommand
Naval Base Post office,
Visakhapatnam~530014,

2. Admiral Superintendent
Naval Dockyard
Visakhapatnam-=530 014,

3. shri Padi Narasinga Rao,
Senior Foreman (PPC)
Manager (Kamorates) Deptt.
Blgs. 42-A, Naval Dockvard.

4, Shri K. Ganesh Kumar
Senior Foreman (PPC)
Mzage=¥./ "B&YaT DOCKyarda,

visakhapatnam-530 014.

5. Shri :B. Jonnes
Senlior Foreman (PpC),
Manager SUB) Bepartment
Bldg. 42, NavalbDockyard,

Visakhapatnam-530 014. Respondents
v VLLGmL SV LA AFPLLICANT : snri M. Balakrishna Murthy

COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENTS : Shri N.R. Devaraj, CGSC

Hon'ble Justice shri v. Neeladri Raso, Vice-Chairman

Hon'ble IWEXIXWX Shri R. Rangarajan, Member (Admn.)




"senioritv of fha ormetiaa_»

Ezfmﬁ Lii)
.

OA 1421/94

I AS PER HON'BLE JUSTICE SHRI V. NEELADRI RAO,"
VICE-CHAIRMAN 1

JUDGEMENT

Heard shri M. Balakrishna Murthy, learned

counsel for the applicant and also Shri N.R. Devaraj,

Senior
learned/etending counsel for the Respondents.

2. This OA ‘% was filed by the applicant, praying

for a direction to the Respondents 1 & 2 herein

AT COIUENC® WIth thlscgeﬁﬁﬁxb Tribunal's orders

dated 16-12-1993 including the names of S/Shri

L L IR I P E S (LS . & )

™o d ———

as Sr. Foreman (PPC) along with others, protecting

Respondents 1 and 2 for consideration of his case

for promotion with effect from the date on which
smvew auvauuinyg K3 tO R5 were promoted with

P

all attendant and consequential benefits.

3. OA 974/90 was filed by sShri Y. Ranga Rao
s —eavy WYSL KOS TO R14

-

- -

therein, Therein the applicant herein was impleaded

as Respondent S, The said 0A was disposed of by
asaT LT LIl WE ODSQI.‘V“d that

RS ¥%##t to R7 therein and shri Konda Babu were

/by D.P.C which
app01nted in pursuance of the recommendations made/ met
was applicants therein

.
L o

Fices
and R8 to R14Lyere considered for promotiont to

the post of Formen by the ND.p.~  whi-n ——— e
we neid therein that the applicants .and R8 & RO Jhave

to be considered for the vacancies which existed

after £idling—op the four posts on the basiec ~F +n-
veo +u 1y54y "It is ‘stated that accordingly

[T o @t
the cases of the applicants and RS & R9 Were considered

e

for the vacancies which existeqd in 1984 ang they
F
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were selected for those vacancies and the revised
seniority list dated 3-2-94 was issued. As admittedly,
R5 therein that is the applicant herein was aenior

to the applicants in OA 974/90, the name of the
applicant herein was shown above the applicants and

R8 and RS in OA 974/90 in the seniority list dated
. herein
3-2-94., yizo— The applicant/is not having any grievance

in regard to the said seniority list of Foremen.ﬂ/

-

R3 and R4 herein are sC candidates.%f Tt is the case

/

of the applicant that he should have been considered
Ly 0> Wy fovesnnm

- — e — [T e

- ed A.L—;a:-_..,r‘ RPN, DR Eia
31-1-22., It is now*contended for the applicant

when s Tomanasy (194,
herein that/only two vacancies had arisen thesn one
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candidate. It is to be stated that it isnot open

to the applicant to challenace thaeir nramatinne PPN S ]
more than & years. Hence the said contention is

itsallewed on the ground of lagches and also bar

of limitation.
4. It is next contended for the applicant

that as the names of R3 and R4 herein-that is

shri Padi Narsinga Rao and Shri K. Ganesh Kumar

along with the OA 974/90, their names should

have been shown in the revised seniority list of
- e eas A e aw LA WL ST LTI e DUL WO Ccannec dCCG!%CI*—/

to the said contention. It is true that by the

date of filing of OA 974/90 Shri Padi Narsinga Raoc
ana sarl K. Ganesh Kumar were only in the cadre

of Foremen and they were promoted to the post of

Senior Foreman dAurina tha randanme AF ke _—ala n»

But they were not impleaded as Respondents in 0A 974/90
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Pﬁ;ﬁh@g,it i also not a case where the applicants
in OA 974/90 claimed seniority over Shri Padi

~ Narsinga Rao and shri K. Ganesh Kumar in the cadre
of Foremen. But as By the déte of filing of the
said OA, they were only in the cadre of Foremen,
their names were also shown in the seniority list of
Foremen that was filed along with the Oa. Eut when
by 3-2-94, the date of Revised senicrity list, Shri
Padi Narsinga Rac and chri Ganesh Kumar were already

promoted and thus they were not in the cadre of

Foremen, their names were not shown in the said

e

larity or illegality when their names wey® not shown
in the seniority list of Foremen published on 3-2-94
especially when their seniority was not challenged

in 0a 974/90.

I e VRV L~

when 4 vacancies in the category of Senior Foremen
had arisen in 1994, 2 0.C candidates, RS an$.C

candidate and another SC candidate who has expired

WA Ea M Aarmead . D mat s ——

in regard to the Reserved candidates, the promotion
of the reserved candidates can be to a maximum of

50% of the vacancies., Thus there is no infirmity

L et wenet

to the posts of Sr. Foremen in 1994,

6. It is urged for the applicant that if the

of FPoremen, as per the seniority list of Foremen

published on 3~ 2-94 and on that basis their promotions
ﬁ:,_.. A w supsouaueELary posts and

thereby consequential vacancélghould have been

shown as 6fand in such a case the applicant would

;? =/=eesesB
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4,

6.

7.
8.
9.

sametime when R5 herein and 3 others were
there was
promoted. As we h@&ﬁkthatino challenge with
regard to seniority of R3 & R4 herein in the .
category of Foremen and when their promotions
as Senior Foremeﬁii991 were not challenged, there
will not be any occasion to create supernumerary
posts to accommodate R3 & R4 herein and to take Yoo
on 2 vacancies of Sr. Foremen in 1991 to the 4
vacancies of Sr. Foremen in 1994}//It is needless
to say that R1 & R2 have to follow the seniority
s 823
list of Foremen published on 3-2-94 aaé-atsczthe

rules of reservation and also the rules of selection

for coneideration for nromotion o s e e T

—or” S&nior Foremen that may arlse and then the case
Al
of the applicant wé%ineﬁﬁonsidered when his turn

comes. In the result, the 0A does not merit

x -

consideration and . accordinnle i+ -~ a7-—
tne admission stage itself., No costsvf

(R. RANGARAJAN) * (V. NEELADRI RAO).
Member (Admn.) Vice-Chairman
Dated the 25th November, 1994 ]

Open court dictation.
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Deputy Registrar(J )

The Flag Offjcer. _Commanddr~ dnmahd,’

Naval Base Post Office, Union of India, visakhapatnam=-14.

The Admiral Superintendent, Naval Dockyard, visakhapatnam~14.

Bri Padi Narasinga Rao, Sr.Foreman(PPC)

Manager (Kamorates) Dept., Blgd, 42-a, Naval Dockyard,
visakhapatnam-14.

sri K.Ganesh Kumar, Sr.Foreman (PPC) = _ TG ™ L&,

Manage r{S§8) D5 tureRATIPPC) Manager ( SUB) Dept,,
Bldg. 42, Naval Dockyard, visakhapatnam-14, _

One copy to Mr.M,Balakrishna Murthy, Advocate,
49~35-27, Abidnagar, Akkayyaspalem, visakhapatnam-16,
One copy to Mr.N.,R.Devraj, Sr.C8sC, CAT.Hyd.

One copy to Library, CaT.Hyd.

One spare copye.
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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE LRIHEL,. .
. HYDERABAD BENCH AT HYDERAELD
THE HON' BLE MR.JUSTICE V.NEELADRT 530
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Sem e Lu\-n.mu‘-'unmw ¢ MUALDIT,

DaTED: 1S - ( (<1994
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Al loweld,

. Disposdad of with directions,
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Shissed as withdrawn

.-QDismisse for default.
','Ordefgd/ jected






