
Reserve^

CEtiTRAL ADMIHISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL. JABaLPUR BENCH. JABaLPIR

Original Application Nokl027 of 2QQQ

Jabalpur, this the 3i^fcday of October, 20CB

Hon'ble Shrl M,P,Slngh,Vlce Chairman (a)
Hon^ble Shrl O•Shanthappa,Judicial

!• Srat.Manlsha Banjanl W/o Hiralal Banjanl,
aged about 41 years Hedd Clerk,

2g R«U,Kazl S/o Z.N*Kazl aged about 39 years.
Head aerk.

3, ̂ t,Rutan Verma w/o Rajesh Verma, aged about
37 years. Head derk.

4i Smt.Vljaylaxrai Hwarl W/o P,K,Tlwarl aged
about 38 years. Head Clerk,

5, Anil Prabhakar Jhokkarkar S/o - aged about
41 years. Head derk.

6, Satyamltra Chouhan S/o R,%ouhan aged about
40 years. Head derk.

7, Ved Prakash Mlshra S/o V,P,Mishra aged about
37 years. Head derk^i

8-i: Smt,Sushma Yadav W/o Ajay Yadav aged about
38 years. Head derk.

9, Oaa Kant Dubey S/o N,K,Dubey aged about 38 years.
Head derkw

lO^Ash^ Kumar Sharma S/o Tulslram Shcurraa,aged
about 46 years. Head derk

All the applicants are working In the Office of
Divisional Railway Manager,Bhopal (M,P^). - APPLICANTS

(By Advocate - Shrl Alok Pathak)

Vgegyg.

1, Iftilon of India through General Manager,
Central Rallway,Murabal ,C,S,T,(Maharashtra) •

Railway Manager(P)Gentral Railway,
D,R,M,«s Offlce,HablbganJ, Bhopal (M,P:,),

3, Shrl P«K,ShanQa, Head derk. Central Railway
D,R,M,*s Office, HablbganJ,' Bhopal (H,P«),

^ 5^^./?®®®? Bhatera, Head derk. Central Railway,D,R,M, s Office, riablbganj, Bhopal (M,P,) . RESPONDENTS

(By Advocate - Shrl S,p,siahal for respondents 1 & 2)

OBDER
By M,P,Singh. Vice Chalrmiyi(^

Applicants 10 In number have filed this Original
APPXioatlon against the order dated 5.10.200, (innexure-W).

have also sought a dlrecUon to guash the order, dated
oontd•"i , ,, .O/e.
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9vm000 (Aimexure-*^2).s.l0.2000 (Aimexure-*.4) and
6.il.2000 (Annexure.A.6) Issued by the official-respondeutsi
2. The brief facts of the case are that the appllcauts
are worUna as Hsad aerks under the Senior Divisional
Operating Manager and Senior Divisional Mechanloa
aiglneer. Bhopal. Their »aln grievance is that private-
respondents 3 and 4 who were Senior aerks working In
Qoamerdal Br«ich under Senior Divisional (Commercial)
superintendent were promoted and appointed on adhoo basis
as Head Clerk In excess of the existing vacancies In that
aepartmente One SmtllMha Agrawal was also promoted as
Head aerk. She was reverted to the post of Senior a ark
viae order dated 23.12.1996. She had challenged that order
In this Tribunal by filing O.A.No.41 of 1997. The said OA
was disposed of by order dated 7.12.1999, The Tribunal
quashed the order of reversion «f Smt.usha Agrawal. While
passing the order, the Tribunal has also observed that
"the question of adjustment of excess direct recruits m^
be considered by respondents In accordance with their policy
and rules". As per the rule only 20* quota was prescribed
for direct recrultmenb, However, the %opai Division which
was formed In the year 1987 and being a new Division 20*
quota Of direct recruitment was exceeded, since the Tribunal
had Observed that the quesUon of adjustment of excess
direct recruits may be considered In accordance with the
rules and their policy, the respondents-railway authorities
had adjusted respondents 3 and 4 In Operating and Mechanical
Department against the direct recruit quota., it Is also
an adxltted fact that there were direct recruitment vacancies
in the operating and Mechanical department against which
respondents 3 and 4 were appointe<^

3. It has been stated by the applloants that by
induction Of respondents 3 a 4 In their department, their
seniority has adversely been affected, moreover this had
been done without the permlaslnn ^4: 4.^rmission of the competent authority
vls.the general Manager. According to the applicants there
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were no vacancies of direct recruitment. They have also

submitted that the Tribunal in its order dated 7.12^1999 in
the case of Swt.Usha Agrawal (supra) had not specifically
directed that respondents 3 and 4 should be adjusted
against the vacancy in OperaUng and Mechanical departments.

On the other hand the learned counsel of the

respondents has submitted that the Bhopal division was newly
formed and the quota of 20% of direct recruitment could not
be strictly adhered to; There were more than 20% persons

recruited against the direct recruit quota. The Tribunal

in its judgment had already made an observation that the

excess direct recruits mqy be considered in accordance with
the rules and the policy of the respondents!^ Since there
were vacancies against direct recruit quota in Operating

and Mechanical Department, respondents 3 and 4 have been

adjusted against those vacancies. In any case the applicants
are working against the promotion quota vacancies their

promotion would be made against the promotion quota vacancies.

Their seniority in the grade of Head Clerk is not adversely
affected in any way|.

5. we have very carefully considered the submissions

and pleas made by both the parties^ We do not find any
illegality or irregularity in the action on the part of the
®^iicial respondents to induct respondents 3 & 4 in

Operating and Mechanical department vide their order dated

5.10f.2000 (Annexure-.A-4)r. The respondent no.4 has .however,
been subsequently transferred from Mechanical to Electrical

department, as stated by the respondents in para 4.10 of
their reply. The respondent nopf4 has challenged the said

order before this Tribunal in OA Nop88/2000. The Tribunal

vide order dated 17.9.2002 has quashed the order of transfer

of respondent no.4. As such, the induction of respondent no.4
in Mechanical Department has been upheld by the Tribunal.
6. in view of the aforesaid, this Original Application

Con td. ;i . .
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is devoid Of anjr .»rlt and la accordingly dlsndaaed.however.
Without any order as to costs^i

(M«P#Singh)
Vice Phalrman(A)

(G ban a)
•Judicial Member
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