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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPAL BENCH
NEW DELHI

O.4a. NO. 428/2002 fj
M.A. NQ.2381/2002
This the 1éth dav of January, ZO0%.
HON’BLE SHRI V.K.MAJOTRA, MEMBER (A)
HON’BLE SHRI KULDIP SINGH, MEMBER (J)
K.M.8ingh,
Sr. Catering Inspector,
Railway Station,
Hew Delhi. wew Applicant
{ By Shri B.S.Mainee, &dvocate )
R HUS
1. Urnion of India through

General Manager, MNMorthern Railwaw,
Baraoda House, Mew Delhi.

& Chief Commercial Manager (Catering).
* Foarthern Raillway, Baroda House,

plew Delhi.

3. Chief Personnel Officer,

| Horthern Raillway, Baroda House,
| Meaw Delhi. v v Respondents

¢

{ By Shri Rajinder Khatter, Advocate )

O.R.DER (ORAL)
Hon’ble Shri V.K.Majotra, Member (A) :
fpplicant  has  been  working as Senior Catering

A% paer Annexure  A&~7  dated

o

Inspector sincs 199
19.5.2000 respondents initiated process of selection for
thiree posts of Chief Catering Inspector grads
Rs . 6500-10500 [(RSRP) (twoe unreserved and one reserved Tor
ST). Initially applicant’s nams was excludaed  From
appearance in the selection. He filed 08 Mo, 2E71/2000.
Vide an  interim  order dated 22.12.2000 in  that 0a&,
respondents  wers directed to permit applicant to appear
in the selection on p}mvisional basis and to keegp the

result  in a sealed cover. Later on, on finalization of

the disciplinary procsedings against ong Shri  Jayvant

-




- -

Legore, the zone of consideration having been enlarged,
applicant became eligible in his own right for inclusian
in  the zone of consideration for selection as per the
prascribed formula. That 0&, as such, was allowed to be
withdrawn, applicant’s grievance for consideration in

selection having been redresseaed.

2. Presently  the learned counssl of applicant
contended thalt grievance of applicant is on the limited
peint  that he has not been selected because respondents
hawve not taken inkto account the marks Tor cash awards won
by him. In this regard, the lsarned counsel relied on

‘ the provisions contalined in paragraph 219 of the Indian
Railway Establishment Manual Volume-I contending that he
should have besn awarded sxtra marks for the awards given

to him for outstanding worlk,

A, Dn the  obther hand, the legarned ocounsel of
respondents  stated that applicant had bgen granted extra
marks for  the awards obtained by him. Yet, he did not

make the grade.

. We  hawe perussd the records ralating to  the

4 selection produced by respondents.,

5. Both sides agreed that PSS Mo ll882/9% dated
21.10.199%2  (Aannexure R-%) are the relevant instructions
regardlng compilation of selection procedors far
non-gazetted sslections. In these instructions, under

the head "Method of &llotment of Marks for Record of

Service" it has been provided that CRs for the last threes




vears  have to be taken inte account. It is also stated
in  respect of cash awards merit that one mark for ecach
cash  award/merit, subisct to a maximum of‘ five marks,
should  be given., The selection having been initiated on
192.5.2000, the relevant vears for consideration of aCRs
and  cash awards are 1997-98 to  1999-2000. In the
sxlection records, respondents have awarded two marks to
applicant in respect of cash awards. fs a matter of

fact, no candidate has been awarded more than twe marks

X
i

under  the heading “award". fwards  of s, A0~ and
R, 500/~ obtained by applicant in 1997 and 1998 hawve been
taken into consideration. We Tind that in paragraph 4.8
of the 04 also applicant has claimed to have received one
award in 1998 and ancther in 1997. It has been mentionaed
in  the D& that he had obtained awards in the wear 2001,
1925, 1994, 1993 and 1955“ Mowewar, tThese yvears are not
relevant  for purposes of the instant selection. It has
also  been stated that applicant had received two  awards
in  the year 2000, He has not attached any proof of such
awards having been granted to him in the wvear 2000 before
FL.ZL.Z000.  In the records of selection, respondents have
stated  that applicant was granted cash awards in  June,
F000  and Sepltenber, 2000, Respondents have been in the
right  not to have taken into consideration these awards

because thes

cut-off date of Z1.3.72000,

G, In the facts and circumstances of the case, it

dishaed  that respondents hawve taken inta

consideration  awards  obtained by applicant during  the

relevant ez 1ol =

b

to the selaection. e




riminatiaon

infirmity

meted oult to applicant in  this
the grade on merit. We do not

saelection in quastion.

mal 1, applicant  has failed to

cestablish

Accordingly,

as =such, the 0o must fail.

dismiszed. Mo costs.

A8/ 200% secking production  of

recorads

produced the

sposed of as respondents had

Were perused,

Cov. K. Majotra )
Mambar (&)






