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1.G.Nagendra Rao

2, J.E.Sanjesva Rao
' ~ess Applicants

And
XD Chief Personnal Officer,
; ar Rl1ua QQﬂ.hnd .

2. Chief Electrical Loco Engxnear,
sC Rlya, Electrical Traction side,
Sec'bad. |

|
3. Sr.Personnsl Officer, (SPD”
SE Rlya, 580 bado I

4, P,Prakash Pal S

5, Katta Ratnam i

+ees Respondents

Counsel for the Applicants

Shri S.Laxma Reddy

Shri V.Bhimanna, SC for Rlys,

-

Cnpnséi for the Respondents

CORAM :
THE HON'BLE SHRI R.RANGARAJAN | : MEMBER (A)
THE HON'BLE SHRI B.S.JAI PARAMESHWAR ¢ MEMBER (J)

(Order per Hon'ble Shri R.Rangarajan, Membar (R) ).
|
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 (Order per Hon'ble Shri R.Rangarajan, Member (A) ).

- o ——— -
) i
i
i
[

Heard Sri S.lLakshma Réddy, counzel for the applicants and

Sri V.Bhimanna, standing counsél for the respondents,

24 Thers are two applica?ts in this 0.A. Both the applicants
| .
joined as Chargeman-A on 1-1-84, While they were working as Charge-

thay .
man-A in the scale of Rs.1600-2660 /sere asked to give ths ir options

to be re-deployed in the Elect#ical Traction or Diessl iracticn side
- of stafs - i
due to shrinkags,in the Steam Loco Shed by notification dt,.2-9-93
counter

(Annexure - 1 to the /:). The:rcase of the applicants was considered

in g election on 19= 2-94 (Annaiura-ll to the ﬁspgy} and/6nS2655-94
(Anﬁ@xuzewlll to the counter). The first screening was conducted

by Junior Administrative Gradeiofficer and the second acreaning was
conducted by Chisf Electrical Locomotive Enginmesr and the Raspondents
4 and 5 were selected, Both the applicants were found unsuitable
for absorption in the Eléctrical Traction side (TRS Organisation),
ﬁuamkn-&haixfwnsnikaﬁiiﬁixx,'ﬁhey wvere selected for Diesel Traction

: , § . that
Training and both of them were sent for/training which commenced from

27-3-95 for @ period of four months.

3. The applicants contend that they were seniors in the grade
of chargeman-A and also balongf to sC community and hence overlooking

their claim for absorption in Electrical Traction-side and absorbing

|
Respondents 4 and 5 in the Elac::trical Traction is a cage of discrimi=-

nation.

| ‘ S
4, Hence they are challenging screening of surplus staff for

_absorption and imparting conversion training in the ETTC Bezawada



&

- 3

<

atarting from 20-2-95 by the impugned order No; P.652/Mech/Surplus/

'Supa:Uisars dt,3-2-95 (bage-19

to the DA).

5, They ere also challenging their aﬁsarption in Diessl Traction

H

instead of Electrical Traction
|/ by sending them for conversion

training by the impugned order

ND.P.652/Hach/5urplus/5uperuisTrs dt,14-2-95 (Pags=-21 to tha DAj.

6e Thisg 0.A. iS filed pT

impugned orders issued by the

aying for a declaration that the

sroceedings No.P.652/Mech/Surplusa/

Supervisors dt.3-2-95 to the extent of not selecting and sending

them to Electrical Traction Tréining School for absorption into

Electrical Traction Loco Shed
for Electricai Traction Traini
for Diesel Training at Guntska
Surplus/Supervisors dt.14-2-95
ang

TE? totally illegsl and in uigl
;itutiaﬂ of India and for aco
dents to send them for Electri
Bezawada for absorbtinn into E
all consequential benafits on

Electrical Traction Loco Shed.

Te A reply has been fils
of the respondsnts in this 0.A
considered for absorption in t
their semiority but they were
in the Electrical Traction as
scresning Cémmittpe tuice. Fi
trative Grade level and the La

Enginesr, who is overall incha

fnd gaelecting and sending their juniors
Lg and also directing the applicants

L through proceedings No.P.652/Mech/

for absorption into Diesel Organisation
ation of articles 14 and 16 of the cons~
nsequantial direction to the rsspon-

cgl Traction Training School at
hactrical Loco Shed at Lalaguda with

par with their juniors absorbed in

!
d in this 0.,A. The main contention
« is that both thé applicants were
he Electrical Traction side as par

not taken for conversion training

1

| .

they were not found aligible by the
r ot D“GZf? conducted by Jr.Adminis-

tor at the level of Chief Locomotive

rge of Elsctrical Traction., The ras-

00004.



pondents 4 and 5 found suitable by that Committes for sending them
for the Training in the ElectLical Traction and hence they were sent.
The question of mere seniority does not plsy a major part in the
selection when their suitability to handle tha Electrical Trsction
devices is necessary for sending them for Electrical Traction Train-
ing School. Since both of them f a led to come up to the standard

. - Tvattion. -
in the screening, they’wers not sent to the Elactiica%LTraining

School. Further they were ssnt to Die’ael Traction Training School

and the question of loss ef ?eninrity does not arise.

B. It is Purther submitted by the respondents that both the
ahplicanté haé% voluntered for the post of Eféu/Peuer Caontroller

in the scale of Rs.2000-3200 (Loco Runm‘.ng Supervisors Cadre) and

they have been posted on s0NOC DASLS 88 LIBW LUNLIULLITL. + us viws
they were subjected to selecticn and were empanslled to ths post of
Power Lontroller in the scale of Rs.2000-3200 vide panel dt.30~11=95

(Annexure-V to the cndntar), Thus the 0.A. has becoms infructuous,

in view of the absorption of|the applicants as Crew/Power Controllers.

9, We have considersd the contentions raised by the applicants

in ragard to rajectioﬁ of their cases for sending them te the Train-

ing Course in the Elactrical|Traction Wing. The Electrical Traction

Wing requires capability to & the various intricacies involved

in that side. If the applicants do not possess that much capability

to handle Electrical Traction Egquipments, they cannot claim for sendin-
~them for training in that winge The ultimate authority to decide

| : ‘ : (hry
their suitability for sending them to the Traction Training is(fhief
Electrical Lucdmotiua.EngineFr, who is responsible for proper running

of Electrical Locomotives and maintsnance of other Electrical assets.

:}L/ e jlfff”; | o ore Sf




The CELE had considered their cases and found them unsuitable in
the Electrical Traction. But the CELE considerad the respondents

4 and 5 fit for sending them to Training in Electrical Traction

’ v

Q
schoel., This is in no uédeiscrimination. Sending suitable emplo-

yeea for training is the prerogative of the department. No unsui-
tsble employes can demand for sending them to a particular typs of

Traction only on the basis of seniority. The suitability plays an

important role. Hence the rejection of the applicants-for sending them

to Electrical Traction and allouing respondents 4 and 5 to Electri-
Traction 7 ke regandetas v
cal/Traanng ig in no ua%LQ1scr1m1nation. As stated earlzer, mere

seniority is not sufficient, 'Hence we do not find any substance

in the contentions raised by the applicants in this 0.A.

10. The next contention of the applicants is that the interview
held by the firét and sacond scresning committee is only an eye-
wash as they wera not asked any relsvant question on the subject

except asking them about their bio-data from the date of their join=-

ing. Thus the scrsening committee had not evaluated their suitability .

correctly.,

1. Any examinee if hs is declarad unsuccas?uljtha contention

as above is normally raised, Ne proof to that effect has been
‘produced by the applicants. The%haua not filed asven the gist of
sguestions put to them, Normally tha sslaction/screaniqg comnittees
are ménnad by experienced senior officers. Hence quastioning the
selection made without proper material on record cannot be accepted.
As there are no proper mataerial to prove the contantionsofAtha

C

applicant ss noted ebove, this contention has to fail.

jt, | | V | ceeesebe
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:12. If malafides are attr

I1C

ibuted to the screening committee

jthen such malafides can be examined if sufficient proof is brought

‘on record., Ffurther the officiai‘against whom the malafides are

n

f gl‘DUSB [ ]

r Lyambers

|
'attributed should also be imple
|
i
cannot be taksn note of without

In this case there is no proof

e Y

of the Scresningcom

applicants to ssnd them €or Ele

aded, Mere statement of malafides
religable proof and records. thereson.
toc come to the cdnclusinn that malafides

mittee rasuited in rejecting the

ctrical Traction training and noc member

" of swrrening committee is implehded against whem the applicants hagh‘”??
L

Hence it has to be held that the applicantsrhave not made

" out any case of malafide for rahecting their case.

non-exisience.

13.

the grade of 2000-3260 has been

If they ha & not been sent for

It is gean from the

eply that the applicants were sent for

sustained by tha action of Railuays.

Diesel Traction Training, they could

' : d
have been made surplas when ths steam Locomotives Traction have become

But by selscting them on the Diesel Traction side, the

respondents have ensured that the career prospects of the applicants

+ are not put to dis-advantage.

both the applicants are promote

Further it is seen Pfrom the reply that

3d as Crew Controlleré cn adhoc basis

in the scale of pay of #.2000-3200., Hence the applicants have not

lost any promotional avenusse

14,

C.A. Hence the 0.,A. is dismissged.

--ﬂ%?Q;;A_/\be”‘/‘””"/ﬁ::::I‘“

—

In visw of what is é%atad above, Qe Pind no merits in this

No costs,

q\(\¢2_—————‘-—-*7if2h_;

| +5.JA1 pnn?m§34una) (R.RAMGARAJA?) |
: Member (J ' " Member (A .
U NY) }W& ]i"“%-
Datad: 26th November, 1997, D g
Dictated in Open Court. ‘
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' The Chef Persennel DPficer; South Central Railvay, Sscundersbady

The Chisf Electrical Loco Enginser, South chtral Railuay,
E lectrical Traction Side, Sacunderabad.}

The Senior Pgrsonnal OfPicer (SPG), South central Railuay,
Secunderabad§ ' .

cna copy to mr SﬁLaxma Raddy, Advacate, CAT.. Hyd.
One copy to Diﬂﬁ(ﬁ), CAT., Hqu
Cne duplicate%
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