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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL : HYDERABAD BENCH

Co2.1466/96.
G.Srinivasulu

Vs

1. The Chief Personne)l Cfficer,
SC Rly, Rail Nilayam, Sec'bad.

2. The Chief Works Engineer,
SC Rly, Rail Rilayam, Sec'bad,

3, The Dy,Chief Mech, Engineer,
Wagon Workshop, SC Rly,
Guntapalli, Krishna District,

4, The Workshop Personnel Officer,
Wagon Workshop, SC Rly,
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Guntapalli, Krishna Pistrict. ‘ . s Respondent s,

Counsel for the applicant

Mr.P,KrishnaReddy

Counsel for the respondents ¢ Mr,V,Bhimanna, SC for Rlys,

CCRAMEI-

THE HON'’BLE SHRI R.

THE HON'BLE SHRI B,.S.JAI PARAMESHWAR t MEMBER {JUDL.)

¥

RANGARAJAN @ MEMBER (ADMN.)
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ORAL CRDER (PER HCN'BLE SHRI B.S.JAI PARAMESHWAR : MEMBER
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(JUDL.)

Heard Mr,P,Krishna Reddy, learned counsel for the applicant

and Mr,V Bhimanna, learned counsel for the respondents,

2. The applicant herein underwent Act Apprentice Training course

in the year 1976.. He joined as Khalasi in Mill Wright Shpop of Wagon

{brkshop on 10-2-78,. During the year 1979 volunteers were called for

the post of Watch Repairers in the scale of pay of s, 260-
the Workshop, The applicant applied and he was selected

Repairer (skilled grade) by the order dated 15«6-79, It

00/~(RS) in
s Watch |

s submitted:

that the Workshop was newly startedl\here was no avenue chart till

1983,

qualification who continued 1n the Mill Wright Shop were

The applicant submits that other Khalasis with Act Apprentice

romoted to

gkilled grade against the 25% quota alloted tc them as per the Railway

Boards letters dated@ 25«7-79 and 23-8-79,

he was working in the Group-C post or adhgc basis, he mus

He submits that even though

be continued

to be a permanent employee of the Mill Wright Shop of Wagon Workshop,

On 1=10-82 a combined seniority list of Mill Wright Shop
as on 15-6-79,
Repairer and was placed at S1.,Nc.47, He was promoted as
Watch Repairer in the month of February, 1984,
Artizans of the Mill Wright Shop was published on 27-2-87

The applicant’s name was shown in the said seniority list

Repairer was omitted during th#}ear 1987 seniority list,

In the said list the applicant was shown Is Watch 5

The senior

as publisheé.

killed Gre-IX

) -

ity list of
as on l-2-87,
as Watch

In the year

1987 options were given to Watch Repairer to opt to any one of the

4 trades held in the Mill Wricht Shop., Hence, the applica
the 3rd respondent vide letter dated 19-2-88 interpolated
against S81,No.72 A in between 72 and 73 in the seniority 1
ﬁright Fitter trade in the sacle of pay of R, 950-1500/-« (R

published as on 1«2-87 as on 27-2-87.

¥

nt opted, them

IS

his seniority

ist of Mill
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3.

<f
in the Fitter Grade was lower, down as he was a skilled Fit

The applicant is aggrieved because his seniori

@

ty position

ter 1.,e.,

Clock Repatter from‘19@? orwards. Hence he submitted a representation

for upgrading his senfority in the skilled category from t

wae promoted as Cleck Repairer in the scale of Rs,260-400/-

jt is stated that that representation was not cons idered

given no reply in this connecticn. Hence, the applicant

he kept on representing his case. He was replied by the {1
order Ko.GR/P,614/A/3/1/Vo1, 111 dated 7-2-96 (Annexur@~II)

applicant submits that his case was rejected on 7-2-96 and

is approaching this Tribunal for the relief of giving him

he date he

However,

L]

nd he was

jubmits that

mpugned
. The

! hence he

seniority

in the skilled grade ffom 1979 onwards and not from 1987 when he was

promoted as Skilled Fitter on the basis of hi= option.
4, This OA is filed to set aside the 1mpugnéd or
614/8/3/1/Vol, TI1 dated 7-2-96 (Annexure-II) and for a co
direction to the respondents to revise the seniority of t
by giving him senidrity in the grade of Skilled gradelll ]

the date when his juniors were promoted as Skilled Grade

j.e,, 26=11=79 with all consequential benefits and furthe
etC,
The reply,

5. 2 reply has been filed in this OA,

the materisls contained in the impugned order dated T=2=96
of that reply it is stated that he was promoted pure}y or
‘and adhoc basis as Watch Repaiter in the year 1§}9. It §

Lo
that the avenue chart were not finalised by then. The 1le

er No.GR/P,
nsequential
he applgant

Fitter from

Fitter

r promotion

is based on

In para=2

temporary

s alsoc stated

arned counsel

ALCHT

fcr the applicant attempts

Rapairer indicates that his promotion. as Watch Repatter

that tﬁf,his promotion order

temporary on adhcc basis and 18 a

But he contends that the stetement—ir—the avenue chartaw

finaliszed is not indicated in his promotion order as Wat

)ge omssm_
nce, eptien of that particular statement is made to def

W

s Watch

s cnly

lso stated so in his promoticn order.

re not

ch Repalrer.
e

ezt his case,
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6. T+ is a fact that the applicant was promoted only temporary

and on adhoc basis as Watch Repairer in the year 1979,

cean in the impugned reply dated 7-2-96 that the options

It is also

were called

for from the Khalasis to opt for one of the trades in whi:h they can

be promoted to the skilled gategory.

had not given his option till 1987,

It is stated that the applicant

When he gave his option in the

year 1987 hg was promcted as Skilled Fitter in accordarnce with the

rules., Since, he had not given his cption £ill 1987 his

Case was

not considered for promotion to the skilled category in the

appropriaté trade,

Te The learned counsel for the applicant submite that he was a

Wwatch Repairer in the skilled grade and hence the questioqbf giving

any option 4id not arise at that time,

position when he was not given the promotion on par with
he woke up and gave his option in

in the skilled category.
be promoted as skilled category right from the date when

wers promoted on 17-04-79 and on that basis he should be

seniority.

a3 he was Watch Repairer at that time. Hence stating th

not promoted because of his non-cption tc any trade from

his seniority cannot be denied, Further 1t is also stat

was ﬁot aware of any option asked for in the year 1979,

e, We have heard both the sides.

applicant was on temporary

It is evident that the applicant,had no locus-gtandl to

{1led grade frcm 1979 orwards when

an employee in the sk

as Watch Rerairer. That crder cannot give him

promoted
in skilled grade afS he was still to pe promoted regu
have taken action

cxilles Fitter and for that he should

necessary. It is not possible for the department o in

on adhoc basis promoted as Wa

When he found himself in a

his juniors

1987 and accordingly he was posted

In view of that, he submits thdt he should

his juniors

given the

1+ is not his fault in pot opting to 3 pafticular trade

at he was
1979 onwards

ed that he

The very fact that the

tch Repairen
treat him as
he was

permanency

larly as &

, as was

¢ orm the

.5
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notice of option to each and every employee and it is
the notice board. His colleagues would have respcnde

notificatior, Hence, the applicant cannot contend th

not aware of the options particulars in the year 1979

contention has to be rejected, Hdrther, the aprlican

for senjority from 1979 onwards,
72 and 73 as 72 A way back in the year 1988, If that
it is not under stood why he had not challenced that

pesition then itself, Repeated representations will

the period of limitation.
his seniority then thcse who had been promoted te ski
and shown senicr to him will be affected by that dire

that case the applicant should have impleaded them al

C

p&osted on

d to the

=t he was
Hence, the

t requests

His seniority was shcwn between

be the case
seniority

not extend

If such a decisicn is given upgrading

Ll1led grade
rction, Ip

80 ag parties

£¢ that the case could have been decided after heariﬁg the

affected parties. No affected parties haWlbeen imple

0A, The applicant submits that he is challenging the

letter dated 7-2-96, It is seer from that letter ths

sentation dated 15-12-.94/22-11-95 hed been replied iy

It i1s not urder stood why the applicant had represent

belatedly. 2 belated representztion cannot give caus

He should have represented his case, x% in time, Moj

the reply clesrly states that what is stated in the j
factual position, A stztement of factual position ca

stood as rejection of his representaticn, The factud

clearly indicates why he cannot get the relief of high
The reply appears to be in order,

9, We 2lsc find that the applicant failed to apH

Tribunal when the post of Watch Repairer were treated
pest, That @ecision was taken much later than 1979,

the post of Watch Repairer as ex-dadre post was geing
future then he should have challenged that order for
post of Watch Repairer zg ex-cadre and should have st
vacancies of Watch Repairer arising after the issue ¢
only should be treated as ex-cadre post and not the y
Was poéted as a Watch Repalrer earlier to that order,
i1+ appears was not challenged by him,

g

aded in this

]

latest
tt his repre-
» this letter.

ed very

re of acticn..

‘e than that,

[
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innot be under.

reply is onl

21 position

ler seniority.

rcach this

] as ex-cadre
If treating
to sffect hi tm
treating the
ated that the
that order

of,

o5t in which b

That too,
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10. In view of what is stated above, the OA is liable

to be dismissed mmdt not only on limitatation but also on merits,

11, In view of the above, the OA is dismissed, Mo prder

as to costs,

(B.S.JATP

__»—"MEMBER(JUDL.)

w4

Dated : The 1th_Sept. 1998.
{pictated ir the Open Court)

spr

(R. RANGARAJAN)
MEMBER( ADMN, ) (J
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Copy to:

14

2,

- Railnilayam, Secunderabad.
3.

4.

. South Central Railuay, Guntupalli, Krishna Districte

Sa

64

,7’

8.
.

N

YLKR

South Central Railway, Guntupalli, Krishna sttrlct. '

isloe’

The Chief Parsonnal folcar, 35utb Central ﬁalluay,
Railnilayam, Secunderabad. o

The Chisef Werks Enginsear, South Central Railuay,
The Dy.Chief Mach.Engineer, Wagon Woerkshop,

The Workshop Parseanel Officer, uWagen Werkshop,

One cepy to Mr;P.Krishna Reddy;ﬂduacata;CﬂT,Hydarabada
One capy to Mr,U,Bhimanna, Addl.CGSC,CAT,Hydarabad,

Bne copy te,HBSJP,H(J),ChT,H}derabad.-

One duplicate capy,
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