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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL : HYDERABAD BENCH
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ORIGINAL APPLICATION NOJ 1235 of 1995
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BETWEEN :

S. Ganga Krishna @ Christopher
Dy. Chief Yard Master,
S.C. Railway, Vifjayawada

Krishna Disgrict. «+s Applicant
AND
1. The Divisional Railway Manager (P),
5.C. Railway, Vijayawada.
- 2. The Chief Personnel Officer,
d S.C. Railway,
Secunderabad. [
3. "The General Manager,
S.C. Railway, Rail Nilayam . _
Secunderabad. ' ves Respondents

b

COUNSEL FOR THE APPLICANT 3 éHRI PuV.S.5.5. RAMA RAO

COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENTS 3 SHRI V. RAJESWARA RAO

ra

,CORAM :

THE HON'BLE SHRI A.V. HARIDASAN : VICE=CHAIRMAN (ERNAKPLAM
BENCH)

THE HON'BLE SHRI H. RAJENDRA PRASAD : MEMBER (A)

(Order per Hon'ble Shri A.V. Haridasan) Vice Chairman)

" rm———

Heard Mr Shastri on behalf of Mr\P.V.S.S.S Rama Rao

for the Applicant and Mr V. Rajeswara Rao for the Respondents.

[presently 2. The Applicant who iszyo:king_as Deput§ Chief Yard .
Master was aggrieved by the order dated 3-7-1984, by whilch
the Respondénts have:bifurcated the cétegor¥es of Yard
Master, Station Mastér. etc., fhereby the Applicant's

chance for’promotion;to the scale of Rs. 2375 = 3500 was

r-'




obliterated., It is stated that the Applicant was not

aware of the impugned order of altération of the avenues

chart. He came to know $f it only| recently when a colleague

of his filed an application and cbtained an order to
r .

give him the benefit of option according to him. The

Applicant states that he is similairly situated as the

Applicant in OA 303/96 and that the same benefit may be

extended to him also. He has also mentioned that OA 372/95

which has Eeen filed by h of his colleagues, c¢laiming
identical relief as claimed in this OA is pending.
The Applicant has, there%ore, pPrayed that the action of
the Respondents in not obtaining the option from the
Applicant and keeping hiﬁ in the Yard Master category is
arbitrary and violati#e‘pf Article 14 and 16 of the
Constitution, and seeks E directign to the Respondents

to obtain an option from the Applicants and their

consequential benefits. '

3. The Respondents in their reply statement have
contended that the applfcation isl!barred by limitation,
as several seniority liéts of thelseparate categOrif%f
Yard Masteré, Station Mésters have been issued since
1984, after the categbrfdh;§T;2fux§ated, that the '
Applicant was fully awarerof the bifur@%ﬁion,and the
issuance of separate seqiority 1i Efggd ﬁhat he has not
raised any grievance fof all these years. Respondents
state that if the ézgggél question of senioriﬁy is

unsettled, that would léad to considerable administrative

difficulties and would lead to multifarious litigations

which has to be averted.

: 18 We have heard th§ Learned Counsel appearing for
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" the Appligant;and‘Shri‘V. Rajeswara Rao appear}ng

for the Respondents. The identi%al issue which is
involQed in this case was considéred by the Tgibunal
in OA 372/95 decided oﬁ 24,10,1997, The Applicant

in this OA itself has stated that 4 of his co%leagues
identically situated_like him haive filed OA 372/95 |
claiming identical relief like Him. On a detéiled
congideration of the iésues involved and after hearing
the Learned Counsel on either silde, the Tribunal found
that it was not proper to grant [the relief sought for

|
py the Applicant in that case, as it would have the

effect of unsettling the settled seniority which may
result in administrative inconv%nience. We are in
respectful agreement ﬁﬁth the view taken by the Bench
in their order in OA 372/95, The Applicant who was
aware of the separateﬂseniority lists issued from }984
onwards has not chosen to assail the action gill the
year 1995, It has to be deemed| that the Applicant

|
has acquiesced himself to the situation and was complacent

about his placement. Under the| cipcumstanced, we are

of the view that the Applicant %ust fail and, therefore,

we dismiss the same leaving th% parties to suffer their
|

own Cases.

ok

(H. RAJENDRA PRASAD)
MEMBER (A) ‘

DICTATED IN OPEN_COURT

I .
Datej;d : 27=2=-1998 N




To
1,

2.
3.

4.
5.
6.
7.

-de

The Divisional Railway Manager(P)

- 8C My, Vijayawada.
The Chief Personnel Officer, sSecunderabad.

The General Manager, SC Rly

" Railnilayam, Secunderabad.

One copy to MI.P.V.5.5.5.Rama Rao, Advocate, CAT.Hyd,
One copy .to Mr.V.Rajeswar Rao, SC for Rlys, CAT.Hyd
One copy to DR(A) CAT.Hyd.

One spare COpYe
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Adnittel and Interim directions
lssued,

r

Allowed
Disposed of with direction

Dismigsed.

Lismissed as withdrawn
Lﬁsmissed for/Default,
Grdered/Rejeg¢ted.

No order as to costs.
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