IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL : HYDERABAD B
AT HYDERABAD

-

0.A.No. 457/96 . Dated: 7\!0(0\6
Between

Venkat Narsaiah . ‘Applicant
and

1. The Divisional Railway Manager,
Parsonal Brench,
5.C. Railway, Hyderabad.

2. The Senior Divisional
Elactrical Emngineer,
5.C. Railway, Hyderabad Dn.
Secunderabad. '

3. Station Supdt.,
South Central Railway,
Adilabad.

4. Junior Electrical Engineer,
South Centrsl Rajilway,
Purna, Mahashtra State.

" 5. Sabeh Kashinath, _
Jr. Electrical Engineer,
"5,C. Railway, Purna,

Maharashtra State. .o Respondent:
Mr. B, Sudhskar Reddy .. Counsel for aj
Mr. N.V. Rainana o Standing Coun

) Railways
CORAM

Hon'ble Shri H.Rajendra Prasad, Membar (Adnn.)

JUDGEMENT

(Order as per Hon'ble Shri H.Rajendra Prasad, Meam

1, The applicant in this cese is aggrieved by {
issued by the Divisional Railway Manager, Hyderabad ]
trensferring him from Adilabad to Purna whidb retain

Respoddent-5 at the former station in supersessgion o
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render=d surplus in the process.

‘the earlier postings--viz., appliqant to Adilabad an

- postings wers once again changed whereby applicant v

~the availability of suitable posts anrd not on their

order posting the said Respondent to Purna.

131 The applicant was promoted to Steam-Man, Grjade III

on 6.11.1986 and had been functioning as such till 1

995 wihen,

owing to changes and upgradation in technology, steam engines

were phased out of use, necessitating redeployment off staff

as TLF III at Adilabad. The applicant joined the sa
in compliance with those orders. On 23.1.1996, thes
were cancelled and the applicant was posted to Purng

retaining Respondent No. 2 at Adilabad in ihe place

On 12.1.1996, he wWwas posted

id post
e orders
whi le

of the

applicant. On 7.2.1996, these orders were amended dgain and

Respondent No. 5 to Purna--were restored. On 29.3.1
to Purna and Respondent No. 5 was retained at Adilab
last order is the impugned order.’ -
1.2 The applicant feels unsettled by these freg
orders.
éhildren's schooling and the health of his.aged pare

complains that the retention of Respondent 5 at Adi)

d
996, the
'8s raposted

ad. This

uent

He nhas also certain problems, like for example, his

nt. He

abad is

unfair since ha had already spent more thanm a decade at that

place, and that his posting has been frequently char

only to favour the said respondent.
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2. 'Based on the above pleas, the applicant pre
setting aside the orders of his transfer from Adilak
and for a direction to the Respondentsfto retain hin

adilabad.

3. The'Respondents in their reply statemsnt e

that the redeployment of staff rendered surplus deps

or option. Respond=nt No.5, who had applied for a f
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Adilabad to Purna in February, 1988, subsequently withdrewj}

the request in November, 1990, citing personal diffic

However, while the original request was duly recorded|

leter withdrawal was not, which resulted in his posti

Purna. On discovering the omission, the orders posti

to Purna were cancelled and he was ordered to be retal
Adilabad. They explain that the applicant, being a sy
staff, has no right to claim a particular post.dr stat
has to function from any place where a suitable post i
‘ to accommodate him. It is étated that they have marel

an inadvertant mistake of not taking note of the subse

lt ies.,

the

ha to

g him

nead at

irplus

ion, and
5 available
y rectified

quent

withdrawal of original reguest made by RespondentQS, and that

no spscial favour was shown to him, nor was the applichnt

particularly discriminated against. It is a case of afijusting

regdlar staff and'surplus officials in the best manner|possible

subject to administrative exigencias and availability ¢f suitable

posts to utilise their services,

4, Transfers and posting are routine exigenciag of an

officiel's professional carear and the concerned authorities
P

are best suited to examine all reguests and changes on | the basis

of the work requirements and suitability of workers, The

applicant was rendered surplus owing to changes in techpology,

and the required changes and adjustments were made iuw puyrsuance

of @ clearly evolved policy. And aven though, the.rsteption
of Rnspondent No,.5 at Adllabad and the applicant's
4o be

to Purna appesars apparently e spmptiteeatiy discriminat

own posting
-O‘tﬁjh

there is nothing basically objectionable in the impugned orders.
This is not a case whers the Tribunsl should intervene.| It is

to be hoped that the reguest and preference of the applilcant shall |
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receive due consiceration by the authorities at the earl
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appropriate opportunity.
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To

1. The Vivisional Railway Manager,
Personal Branch, SC Rly, Hyderabad.

2. The Senior Divisional Electrical Engineer,
SC Rly, Hyderabad Livision,
Becunderabad.

3, The Station Superintendent,
$.C.Rly, Aadilabagd.

4, The Junior Electrical Engineer,
SC Rly, Purna, Maharashtra State.

5. One copy to Mr, B.Sudhakar Reddy, Advocate, CAT.Hyd.

6. One copy to Mr.,N.V,Ramana, SC for Rlys CAT.Hyd.

7. One spare COpye.
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TYPED BY CHECKED BY '
COMFAREL BY APFROVED BY
IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRARIVE TRIBMNAL
. HYDERABAL BENCH ATHYDERABAD
. o : - '
' THE HON'BLE.M STICE M.G.CHAUDHLRI
. VICE-M
. . ' ' THE HON'BLE MK.H.RAJENDRA DRASADSM(A)
Date gz 0 o= \O -1906
’ . ¥ !‘
ORBBER~/~ JULGMENT
'MSJ‘VR.Au/CqA- NO! |I
in ’ i
\ \
0.a.N0. L3N \c\6 .
T,A.No. (w.p. )
Admitted and Interim Directddns
2 . ISS ede '
- |
du-allowed, :
Disposed of with directions
'Dis igsed ‘
Disnissed as withdrawn.’
‘Dismissed for Default. _
Ordeded/Re jected.
pvm | : ! No order as to costs.
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