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central AOniNISTRATIUE TRIBUNAL PRINCIPAL BENCH

OA No#1 68 5/2000^

Neu Delhif this the day of |i20Ql

HDN'BLE MRoSoRoAdige, Vice Chairman (a)

HqN«BLE ORoA«.VEDAVALLI,nE|V]ff:R (3)

S.N.Mishra'^' .
S/o Shri D3«¥lishra'^'

Canteen Manager^^l
Railway Canteen,
Northern Railway,

Railway Station'^'
Delhi,

R/g M-13, Shastri NagarV

Near Dayabsti Railway Station^j^^
Delhi ....Applicantol

(By Advocate: Shri So^oSauhney)

Union of India

through
©neral Manager^^
Nor th ern Ra il way',
Baroda Hotise'^
New Delhrl

2i»1 Divisional Railway Manager'^^
Northern Railway^
Chelmsford Road^
New Oalhi'li

3o? Surat Singhp
.  s/o Shri 3aibir SingH^^

working as Manager'^,"'
Staff Canteen-^
No r th ern R a il w a
ORM Offic^^'
New Del.hi^

4^ Shri Rajinder Singl^^^
s/o Shri Ganga Ram'","
Manager'^,'
Staff canteen^
Loco Shed^^ Diesel,'
Shakurbasti^
Delhi!

La khan Singh'*,'^
S/o Shri 3aswant Singh,
Assttf' Manager^jj^
Staff canteen^
Loco Shaj, .
Northern Railuaj/|
Delhifi
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6| Raj Kumarfl,
S/o Shri Baboo Rara>
AssttoVManagerf a
Sts'rf CantBen,Loco Shed^
Northern Railuayp"*
Tughla(<aba_d,
Neu Oalhi-^

1$ Rajan Singh>'
canteen Manager-p^
Raiiuay Can teen'p
El ectric, Shed,
No r th ern R ailuay
Gha2iabad«r ,,,Re^onden ts'lj

(By Adv/ocates: Mrsi^ Pleera Chhibber for official respondents
Shri G'ib'"^Bhandari for private respondents) o

-tfRDE^^^

S^RiAdiQB^^ ^

In this GTA filed on 3D?8j2P0 0 applicant impugns

respondents' letter dated 17fil1 ■il98(Annexurei3) and notice
dated 3une'^'2G00 (Ann axurB»-A4)«- He seeks assignment of

seniority at SIi-No'll (a) belou Sl.NOo^ Shri Prade^ Kumar
and above Slo%0o2 Shri Surat Singh in ihe seniority
list of Canteen nanagers dated I2i2;^96 (Annexure-Al)

uith consequential benefits^

2oi Heard both si

3^ Applicant's cause of action a rose uith

the publication of the aforesaid seniority list dated

As per his oun avejnients^ tSsafc aggrieved by
the aforesaid seniority listfj^ he filed a r^resentation
on 27'^I3'J96 (Annexure—AB) uith a copy to tte C^neral SBcreta
URnU uho took Up the matter in the ptW.Plo under the loD'i^

Actff If applicant did no t receive any r ̂ ly to his
representation dated 27^33.^96^^' he should have approached
the Ttibunal uithin the period of limi^tion prescribed
under Section 21 A..To''Act, i<«thiich he did not dolf The
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-■"" t."«"" ='" r,»."tt,atefote eq""®" „„t
»ntelned;' ^"e ,,,,teueh"n--^^„,„auoncfaoxav_
aeen e pteyer ' . tp of ^ppUc^"^"

. -.n. . in
.0 notice.that no eeeke V,..,.

I. J 17%%6 of canteen fian ge^
"'' • ■ ■ ' ■ siltei Shti Surat Singh.*. »

3Hpi ppede^ .Ku^ap
not denied that by, respondents
(ftnnexupe- PRd) applipant was put to offiolats as Can a
Planeger of tW Canteen in uhlch.he oas uotking on adhof
basis through local arrangement, and uas subsequently
regularised as ^ch u^e#^^ 19^^96 vide respondents'

; er da ted 18vV ^96^Is tt(

5.' Applicant seeks the counting of his adNac

service as Canteen Manager u. e^f# 28.7 o^S towards
flClAKciiseniority and Shri sauhney^relied upon conclusion 'E

of the Direct Recruits' case (1990)2 SCC 71 5 in

support of applicant's claims,' but conclusion's

be applicable only in a situation uhere there was a

proicedural irregularily in making the appoinbnent

wo

ccording to rules, which was subsequently rectifii
1  p> ~clear from Aghore Math. case 1 993(3)scc 37l. it i

denied that as per relevant RRs, the post of Cantei
Manager is a selection post (Annexure-AAl)o Thus
Con elusion *8'(supra) may haye been applicable had if
selection procedure broartlv hoor, p n
,  P^o^clly been followed while makPP icant's Bppointnent as Canteen Mana - u
Jr. y f^nageri.rsgulari,,, -"ittad ,HiU f.Uouin, that
"Mch „ap later rectme,. Ip th

P'-asent caseV the,
™  ™ade by .ppli^„t

ttwt
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sal ection procedure uas fplloued at the time of his

3ppQinfro^t teen ClfR^gar on adho© basis through

local arrangement wide notice dated Indeed

the notice dated 28o^'«68 read uith official respondentsl®

r^ly to the OA makes it clear that applicant uas put

to officiate as Planager.of Delhi Plain Canteen uhere

he was uorking'^ by local arrangement on adhoc basis

without following any selection procedure in which

the claims of other eligible.c^ndidates working in

other canteens for appointment as Canton Manager were

also considered'i!

Under the circumstan applicant's claim is

not covered by panplusion /'B' of the Direct Recruits'

case (supra) and tile ruling in Ramesh Qup ta \lsV Secretary]

DPAR & Or^til 1 98 6 (1) AT3 91 does not advance his claimo^

7'? Other grounds to challsnge the OA have also

been raised by respondents, bo th priva te and official^'

tout the foregoing is sufficient to establish that

the OA warrants no interference and it is therefore

dismissed'^ No costs^

( DRo;AvyEDA\/ALLI ) ( S.RVADIGE )
member (3) yicE CHAIRMAN (a)5
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