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C.2.1605/25,

S.Jacannacham
Vs

1. The Union of India, Rep.by
the Directory General,

Teleccmrmunications,
New Delhi=-1,

2. The Chief Gereral ““anacer,
Telecom,, AP,,AbRicds,
Hyderabad-1.

3. The Area Manager,
Telecom (North)
Minerva Cofmrlex,
Sec'bad-3.

Irv THE CENTRAL hDMINISTRﬁTIVE TRIBUNAL : HYLEDNABAD BEMCH

“e» Hesrondents,

Counsel for the applicant : Mr,J,V. akshmeéna Kao
Ccunsel for the respendents ! Mr.K.oanmulu, A13)_ CGEC,
CCRAV ;=

THE HCM'BLE SHRKI R, RANGARAJAM : MEMBER (ADMN, )

THE HCM'BLE SHRI B,S.JAT TARAMES'WAR

Jer

¢ MEMBER (JUDL.)
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ORDER

ORAL CORDER (FER HON'BLE SHRiL R. RANGARAJAN : MEMBER (ADMN,)

Heard Mr.T.V.V.S.hurthy. fer Mr,J,V.takshmana Rao,
learned counsel for the applicant, None for the respondents.
2. The applicart in this OA joined as a time scale clerk
cn 25=10~58, He was promoted to the Eection Supervisor cadre i,al,
LSG Cadre on 1-6-74 and he was cornfirmed in Section Supervisor
cadre on 1-3-83. He was prometed to the Sr.Section Supervisor
cadre on 19-8-85, He was shown in the gradation list of SS cadre
at Sl.No,11, 'He'requests for showing him g éthgeniority list
above that of one Mr,R.S5,Mallick, The service parﬁiculars of
Mr.R.S.Mallick are as followsi- Mr.R.S,Mallick joined as LDC on
22-9-59 later thar the applicant and he was confirmed in thg S8
cadre on 1=3=71 and promoted to the SSS cadre on 1-3-85/15-3=-85,
His seniority and the gradation list in SSS cadre is at S1,No.4.
3. Before the case is explained further it has to be noted|
that in Hyderabad there were two seniority units in clerical
Category. Cne was Telerhone Revenue Accounts and another one was
Divisional Enaineer Telegraphs, Hyderabad,nivision. The aprlicant
wars initially aprointed in the Divisional Enaineer Telearaphs
Divigion, Hyderabad whereas the said Mallick was appointed in the|

Unids

Telephcne Revenue Accounts nerk, Mr,Mallick was promoted to the
[

CF]

SS cadre cn 10-1-66 in the Telephcne Revenue Accounts work cadre

whereas the applicant was promoted to that of SS cadre on 1-6«-74,

Mercer of both the divisions took place in the year 1970. &t theﬁ

time of merger Mr.Mallick was in the SS cadre whereas the applicant

was promoted to the SS cadre only on 1-6-74, The date of

aonfirmation cf Mr.Msllick in 55 cadde is also esrlier to the

applicant 8o also the Fromotion to the SS8S cadre,
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" an employee who wants seniority aboave another employee, that
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4, . The presené Oa is filed for steppfng up of his pay
on par with Mr.Mallick joined in the service lateg than him so as
to ensure confirmity witﬁ tre Director Gene;al, P&T, New-Delhi
letter No,253/67/67-STB-U dated 10-8=70,

S. This OA is filed for refixation of senicrity showing
him above Mr.Mallick as per the instructinné contalned in Directo
General, P&T, New Delhi letter No,253/67/67-STB-1, dated 10-8-70
and step-up his pay accordingly with all consequential benefits

including mecnetary benefits due,

6. From the above narration of the facts it xx is clear
1 ' .
that it is a seniority dispute case. In ény senlority dispute cg

employee also has to be impieaded as a partQ to the proceedinas.
In this case the épplicant wants seniority ébove that of Mr,Mall i
Unfortunate}y, Mr., Mallick is nct made ff éwparty to this CA py
impleadingi;; k=4 in thehcause title, .ﬁenée Qithout hearing
Mr.Mal].ick no order for fixing seniorify Bf the applicant above
Mr.Mallici‘< can be given., Hence this OA is liéble to Ee dismisseq
for non-joinder of necessary parties. |

7. The applicant submits that he_joined as TSC clerk on
28-10-89 earlier.to the date of entry of Mr.Mallick as LDC op
22-9-50, Initially both the applicant and Mr.Mallick had jocined
in different organisation or different senidrity unit, Hence

comparing their seniority at that stage does not arise, Further

beth the units were merged in the year 1970,Mr.Mallick was alread

workinag as SS v.e,f,, 10-1-66. At the time;of merger the applica

continued to be a TSC clerk in the lower arade, If he is agarievf

by the fact that he had joined earlier to Mr.Mallick who joined

later than him as LDC an? i{f he is=s convinced that his seniority

should have been stepped up on par with that of Mr . Mallick cn mer
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W Tribunal very late cannot be accepted, Further it is also to be |
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s &y
é/’ \%in accordance with the Director General, F&T, New Delhi letter L
No,253/67/67-STB-1 dated 10.8-70 he should have filed his i’

representation then itself, The learned couneel for the applivanti]

submits that he repeatedly filad repreqentatjon and he waq repliedI'

only in 1994 and hence{he approached this Tribynal belatedly, The |
reply for approaching this Tribunal belatedly;thouqh the cause of 4
action arose in the vear 1970 angd 1071 1s not explained ”
Satisfactorilv, Repeated representations will rot enlagge the d
reriod of limitation., If for the first repreéentation the applica#
had not received any reply within a reasonable time then he h‘should
have approached the jydicial forum immediately. He need not wait ';
for a8 reply for his repre. *ntation indefinitely for approachdéng r
the Tribunal.P We feel that the reasons aiven for approaching thel

i
noted that Mr.Mallick was P, "moted to 8S cadre way back in Jabuary

|
s

|
. ; if
the post, But the applicant COntinUQ%to be a TSC clerk till ‘

1966 in the Telephene Revenue Accounts Section on the basis'odki

seniority in that cydre and also on the basis of avallability of

1-6-74, 'Hence comparinq'his case with that. of Mr,Mallick may notl.

be appropriate, He has joined initially in 8 unit where probably

i
the promotion opportunities were less andg that will not be a reas ﬁ
) to give him seniority above “hat of Mr.Mallick when the cadrgjmﬁr%

|, In view of xke what is Stated above, we find no merits d

in this OCA. Hence the CA is dismissed., Mo costs,
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IN THE CENTRAL ADMII‘JISTRAiDI\;ﬁ
TRIBUNAL AT : :HYDERABAD
REVIEW APPLN, MO, . OF 1998

in

O4AiNo, 1605: of 1995

o~

REVIEW APPLICATION

*hk

Mr, K.Venkateswara Rao,
|
Counsel for Applicant.
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