’ﬁ‘. _IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE
S AT HYDERAB

A o i il dak e e e SO A e A

Between :=

T.Vsnkateswara Rao

And

1. The Divisional Railuay Mana
5.C.Raiiuvay, Vijayawada.

2. The Chigf Personnel Officer
SC Riys, Rail Njiayam, Sec

i
3, The Cnhief Enginser,
SC Rlys, Sec'nad.

4, The Sr.Uivisionmal Engineer
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- (Order per Hon'ble Shri R.Rangarajsn, Member (A) ).

Heard Sri A.Srinivasa Rao, counsel for the applicant and

Sri V.Rajeshwara Rgu, learneq standing counsei for the respondsnts,

2, The applicent while working as PWI Gr.III, Miryalaguda-

under CPWI/NOKD Section of Vijayawada Division was called for selec-

tion to the post‘of PUI Gr.Il., PWI Gr.II is a nonggiaction post
and pfomotinn to that post is on tne basis of grading giusn-by
the Controlling Officer based on CRs anuc otier service records.
He is sligible to consider tha case of all tha‘PUI Gr,III for
promotion to PWI Gr.lI. as per recruitment rule. It is statsd
that a OPC was ﬁald on 30-12-1993 and the Dy.Chisf Engineer re=-
viewed the casse{ of thafgsiéggiiia numbering about 60 for promo-
tion to PWI Gr.II., It is stated that the case of the applicant

was also considered and he was not galected.

3. This OA js filed praying for a direction to the respondents.

'tn promote the applibant to PEI Groil with effect from 8-2-95

i.e. the date when his junior Sri B.Isaiah Bhaskar was promoted

with all consaqunetial banefits.

4, A reply has been tiled in this 0.A. Fromthe reply it trans-
pires that the applicant was considered but not found fit for pro-

motion and hence he was not selected.

5 - Counsel for the applicant supmits that the appiicant was not

given any bad confidential reports as no adverse remarks was convayad

to him sarlisr. Hence deleting his name from the promotion list is

irregular. He alsa%produced before us the latter of the applicent.



/7

addressed to Respondent No.4 (page-26 to the OA), wherein he has
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atatad'that his rucords are not bad. Un that the D.E.M.(uest)mada
quergies as to why the applicant was not given promotion. It is

stated in the same letter as answer to the querries raised -that

there are no adverse remarks in the confidential reports of the
applicant in the year 1893-G4, Hence the ChieF Personnel Officer,

SC Railway (Respdndent No.2 harein) has to edvise on:inppége of his
pronotion, Basing on that remarks! the lLearned coungsl for ths appli-

cant suumits that the applicant was deprived of his promotion due to

extranegus ressons and not onthe basis of proper scrutiny of the i
confidential reports by the Departmental Promotion Committee. J
b, In order to verify the &ove contention, we have called for

the selsction procesdimgs in this connection. Today, the selection

proceedings were produced., In the file No.P/E/Con/282/PUl/Gr.11,
the selection proceedings have been enclossd at page-10. It is |
saen from this sslection proceedings that there were 54 vacancies
to be filled in the grade of PWI Gr.II. Out of 54 vacancies, five
vacancies are aar@arked for SC quota and 49 vacancies ars aarmarked
for OC guota. The recommendations of the tnmmittee i.e, 'suitable’
snd 'not suitable’ éur promotion has been indicatsd in tne Coloumn
No.9 in that statement. Against the nams of the applibant it is
indicated 'not suitable' for promotion. In order to check the
veraeity of the statement we hese &sked the standing counsel for
the respondents to show the method adopled for arriuinﬁat the re-

H .
cnmmandatians;and also to the records based on which t he recommenda-
tigns were mads. .Standing Counsel f or the raspondsnts produced .

another file bearing Na.P/E/CON/282/3E/Gr.1/P.uay/IIl. In this

file the basis. on.uhich the recommendations uata given isg indi-

9?)/ | V | 4



~standing counsel for the respondents as to why the further details
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cated. However, the names of all 60 candidates considered for
prombtion to Gr.II is not availabie in thst.file. Only & locse
sheat containing the grading of the Confidential Reports of five
candidates end the grading of ‘'stand by' three candidatss were
produced. The name of the applicant is shown at S5i.No.2 in the
stand by list uﬁereas in the eariier {ils the name of the applicant

is shown at S51,No.4 in the list at page~10., Uhen we qguestioned the"

of the grading givan to zll the 60 employees considered for promotion
to PUI Gr.II was not produced, the learned standing counsel for the
respondents submitted that the shest uwhich contains the name of the

applicant from the whole bunch has been t aken out and produced here.,

t
But there is no reason en our opinion to show the name of the appli-
N - } . 3y
cant as ‘'stand by' as ns is at Sl.No.4 in the original list at'page-1ﬁ
of the other file, Hence we are not satisfied with the material

produced in assessing the suitability of thae applicant for promotion

to the post of PUl Gr.Il. The Looss sheet makes us auspect the pro-

cesgs ot the selection, It maybe possible that the looss sheat has

-beegn prepared in view of the directions given by this Tribunal and

produced for our perusal, Hence we cannot accept the contents of
]

the looss shest and in that view we areof the spinion t hat the case
1

of the applicant was not considered in accordance vith rules for
promotion to t he post of PWI Gr.II by the Committee which mst on
29=-11=94, Hance we are of the opinicn that the case of the appli=
cant should be raviéuea by a. review DPC_and his fitness for promo-
tionto the post of PWI Gr.II should be re-assessed. If he is found
Fit,fof promotion by the reuiéq DPC then his name should: be in-

terpolated in tha XXXX XXXX XXXX XXXX XXXX XXXX XXXX XXXX
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list of candidatasiprumoted to the post of PWI Gr.Il on the basis
of brucéedings dt.29-11-94, If in pursuance of this direction

the name of the applicant is included in that list, he ig entit led
for all consequential benefits such as ssn%ority,fixatinn of pay

and arresars on that basis on par with his juniors in that list,'

7 With the above direction, 0.A. §s dispaéed of. No order

as to costs. (Both the files are returnsd after perusal).

B

.JAT PARAMESHUWAR) (R.RANGARAJAN) §
NemEer (3) Member (A) '
2,

207

—

Dictated in Dpan Court.

dated: 30th March, 1998, gaﬁ “

avl/
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Copy to:

1% The Uivisional Railway Manager(P),
South Central Railway, Vijaysuada,

2, The Chief Personnel Officer, South Central Railway,
Railnilayam, Secundsrabady ~ '

d The Chief Enginesr, South Genﬁral;ﬁailuay:
Sscunderaba d

% The Senior DiuisianalmEnginaer(CGEQrdinatian);
South Central Railuayy’ yijayauwadal

51 Ona copy to MriAYSrinivasa Rao, Advocate, CAT,Hydarabad

7¢ One copy to DYR(A),CAT, Hyderbad

.....

8. One duplicate copyf

L

YLKR

¢ One copy to MriV,Rajeswara Rao, Add1,CG5C,CAT,Hyderabad
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