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By M A Khrni. ¥ice Chairman.

The applicant is challenging the seniority list of Lineman Grade 

I issued by circular dated 21.7.2004 and is seeking a direction to the 

, ,respondents to fix the applicant’s seniority in the grade of Lineman 

Grade I in accordance with rules.

2. The allegations of the applicant in I ho OA are that he was 

appointed on 22.4.1981 in steam cadre and was later on re-deployed 

in IRD cadre in Jabalpur Division. Applicant and respondents 5 & 6 

were promoted as Lineman Grade III on 20.8.95, the date of 

appointment of respondent 5 being 25.12.1981 end (hat of respondent 

6 being 6.5.1984. The applicant and the respondents 5 & 6 were 

further promoted as Lineman Grade II on 28.7.99 and again to the 

post of Lineman Grade 1 on 11.5.2000. Respondents thereafter issued 

the seniority list of Lineman Grade 1 vide circulat dated 21.7.2004 in 

which the name of the applicant, did not figure but the name of 'his 

junior was mentioned. Applicant filed objection against this seniority 

list on 3.8.2004 and on 10.11.2004, to which the respondents replied 

that there were 7 posts in the TRD office, out of which 6 were meant 

for regular grade and 1 for SC/ST and all these posts were filled 

according to the seniority. Applicant is still aggrieved and has asserted 

that he was entitled to be promoted to the post ofMCM Lineman G r l

3. In the counter reply, the respondents have stated that the 

applicant was initially appointed, as Ladderman on 22.4, 1981. He 

subsequently requested for a change of his cadre as Shed Khalasi 

(SKR), which was accepted on normal terns and conditions of 

accepting bottom seniority in the new cadre of SKR, and he was 

assigned sonority as SKR w.ei. 22.9.82, which was correct as per 

seniority rules. The applicant and private respondents 5 & 6 were 

absorbed in the newly created TRD (Traction Rolling Depot) and they 

were assigned seniority according to total length of service rendered 

m stream shed, from where they were declared surplus and absorbed
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in TRD cadre. Hie TRD cadre was closed in the year 1999 and a 

seniority list was published and rircuialed on 29.11.99 in respect of 

Lineman Grade II Rs.4000-6000. Private respondent 5 who was of 

general category was shown at SJNo.4 while the applicant’s name was 

at Sl.No.9. Private respondent No,6 who belongs to SC was shown at 

SJNo.14. The applicant m d  private respondents 5 & 6 were 

subsequently promoted as Lineman Grade I on the same date viz. 

1 i .5.2000 mid as private respondent 5 was already senior in lower 

grade having been promoted on 28.7.97 and the applicant on 28.8.97.

. - Their inter-se seniority was maintained on next promotion to the grade 

ofRs.4500-700 though all of them were promoted on the sane date. It 

is submitted that as a result of restructuring of the cadre of Group *C’ 

and ‘D? staff as communicated by the Railway Board vide its letter 

dated 9.10.2003, 7 posts of Master Craftsmen/Linemen in scale 

Rs.5000-8000 became available in the cadre of the applicant and the 

private respondents These posts were required to be filled up by way 

of modified selection and m per instructions of the Railway Board 

reservation of SC/ST was required to be given as per model roster 

circulated by the Railway Board. As per roster point of 7 posts, 1,2 & 

3 were required to be lilted up by general category candidates; the 4th 

was earmarked for SC candidate and again 5 & 7 were earmarked for 

general, category candidates, in the promotion order dated 21.7.2004 

all the 7 posts were filled up vk . 6 posts by general category 

candidates and one post by SC candidate. Private respondent 5 was 

promoted taking Ms seniority as a general candidate. .Private 

respondent 6 though, junior to the applicant was promoted against 

roster point for SC candidate.

4. We have hem! learned counsel for the parlies and perused the 
records.

5, fhe seniority list of Lineman Grade I is filed by the applicant as 

also by the respondents and the positions assigned in it to the 

applicant and the respondents 5 M 6 are not m dispute. The seniority

0 h t  o f Lmeman Gjrade 11 js «m®.xed as R-l to the counter reply m
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which the name of the applicant appear? at S.No.9 and that of 

respondent No.6 is at S.No 14 Respondent No.5 is at S.No.4. The 

parties agreed that there were 7 vacancies and as per the Tester, 6 were 

to be filled up from unreserved candidates and one from the category

Scheduled Tribes are not attracted. The contention of the applicant 

that he has a preferential right to promotion as against the right of 

respondent 6 is devoid of any merit. 7* vacancy was reserved for SC 

candidate acid respondent No,6 being the next candidate available in 

SC category had to be appointed to that post. None of the post was 

reserved for ST candidate and the applicant being an ST candidate or
x i .

any other general candidate could not have been appointed to the 7 

vacancy, ignoring the claim of respondent 6 who was available. In the 

seniority list at R-l at Sl.No. I is Soutaram who is also an ST 

candidate. There is no dispute that he had already been promoted. The 

applicant could not have been appointed to the 7th vacancy on the 

basis of his seniority when the vacancy was reserved for an SC 

candidate who was available mid has been rightly promoted as per 

roster based reservation. Since application of reseivaiion^poiiey for 

SC/ST for filling up of these 7vacancies is not questionWore us the 

selection of respondent No.6 as per rosier will be perfectly legal in 

accordance with the principles of law Md down by the Hon’ble 

Supreme Court in RJC.Sabharwal. Vs. State of Punjab (1995) 29 AT 

Cases, 481.

6. In view of the above discussion, we do not find merit, in the 

OA. Accordingly the OA is dismissed. Parties to bear their costs.

of SC. The applicant belongs to ST category, it is not argued before us 

that'these 7 posts principles of .reservation for Scheduled Castes and
A

Vice Chairman Vice Chairman


