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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL PRINCIPAL BENCH

OA" No'21°68 5/200

New Delhif this the 20° day of JVLY  El2001
HON'BLE MR,.S.R.Adige, Vice Chaimman ()

HON*BLE OR,A.VEDAVALLI,MEMEER (3)

Se N.lehra,

s/o shri D. NfMlshra,

Canteen Managery
Railyay Canteen ,1
Northern Railuay,

Railudy Stationy

Delhi,

R/o M-'l 3, Shastri Nagar'y

Near. Dayabst1 Railuay Statlon”

Delhi ...-Applican€§

(By Advocates Shri S';_'K:sau hney)
o rsiis

1. Union of India
through
Ganeral Pianage
Nor thern Ralluay
Baroda Housefy
New Delhif

2! Divisional Ralluay Manager,
Northern Railwa
Chelms?ord Roadé
New Delhlo

33 surat Singhj )
s/o shri Jaibir Singhj
working as Manager,
staff Canteeny
Northern Ralluay'“

ORM Office)
New Delhlcﬂ

43 shri Rajinder SlngH“
S/o shri Ganga Ram’y
Manager)

Staff Canteen’)

Loco Shedy Diesel)y

Shakugbastfm
54 Lakhan singh’y
s/o shri Jasuant Singh,

A Ass tt" manager

staff Can teen’
Loco- Shed, -

Nor thern Ralluayﬁ
Delhikl




-.K\

4

-2=

63 Raj Kumar
s/o ‘shri Baboo Ram

< Manag
ASSFF 7Cmngeegf£oco Eihedmi

.....

Nor thern Railuway’y
Tug hlakabad,
New Delhi%l

78 RaJan singhy -
Cantsen P’lanager,
Railuway Canteen,
Electric Shed,
Nor thern Ra:.luay, o
Ghaziabad. « « s ReSpONden ts's)

(By Adwocates: Mrsi Meera Chhibber for official responden ts
shri GibHBhendari for private respondents).

. ‘ORDERF
SaREAdiqe’ v c(nys -4

In this OA filed on 382000 applicant impugns
respondents' letter dated 17%5?113‘@98(Annexurei3) and notice
da ted ;lt_me‘;’ZGDD_(Anhexure-ﬂd)ié He sesks assignment of
seniority at s1iNodt (A) belou Sl.Nod shei Pradeey Kumar
and above SliNo 2 Shri Surat Singh in the seniority

list of Can teen Managers dated 122496 (Annexure-t-_\‘l)

uith consequential benefi ts

233 Heard bo th s:.des"?

32"4 Applicant“'s cause of actionaros with

the publication of the aforesaid seniority list dated
12,32.’“196:3 As per his oun avem_:ents) t';& aggrieved by

the aforesaid seniority listj he filed a representation

on 27%?37‘;596 N(Annexure-AB) with a copy to the Eneral Secretap
URMU who took up the matter im the P3N.M. under the I.07
Actdl If applicant did not receive any reply to his
representation dated 27ﬁ3996? he should have approached

the Tribunal within the period of limitation prescribed
under Section 21 A:TjAct, which he did not doéﬁ The

%
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Coming o the merits of °P
ot & polation i

intsr
at he sseks 1RS>
" e nagers betwesn sl

oven 3 pT3Y 8

i anteen M2
24127196 of Can! It is

nof shri Surdt ginghe’

“
°

1ist dated
shri pradeep Kumer end 81

not denied that by respondents
applicent was put to officiat

' notice deted 28“2%?"&88
g as Cante

(Annexure= PR4)
Manager of the Cantean in uhich he was working on 8 dhot
basis through local arrangement, and uas subsequently

-

3 1974196 vide respondents’

regularised as such wJleSlf

letter dated 1847 1963

5, Applicant seeks the counting of his adhog
service as C_ante_en Manager u.'eﬁf‘ﬁ 28,7 88 towards
seniority and Shri .sa‘whngyﬁzselie}d_‘.Upon conclusion '8;
of the Direct Recruits' case (1990)2 scc 715 in
suppor t of applicant's claimsy but conclusion'8’ woule
be applicable only in a sitwation where thers vwas a
précedural ,irregq;arity_in making the appointment
dccording to rules, wzh.ich'uas. subsequently rectified a
clear from Aghore _ﬁa;h?&:gase 19,93-(3)SCC- 571.' It is no
denied that as per relsvant RRs, the_lpost of Canteen
Manager is a selection post A_(Anqexurea-AA"I'); Thus
Conclusion'B' (supra) may have been applicable hag the
sel i :
app::::::’:r::edj'm "bmadly_:beeﬁ. Pollowed whils making
.“Ppointment ag Canteoen Manager,

but there wa

-

which was latg
. T rectifieds In the ‘
. ) € present casg".‘ th
: 9 ere

OR that the

. 1T made by applicant
| in the
V
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selection procedure was followed at the time of his
appointment as_ Canteen Manager on adhow basis through
local arrangement vide notice dated 28.37.88.‘ Indeed
the notice dated 28:%7?88 read with official responden tsit
reply to the OA makes it clear that applicant was put
to officiate as Manager of _Q.elhi ﬁ%in Canteen where
he was working§ by local arrangement on adhoc basis
without following any selection procedurs in which
the claims of other ,eligi!:;_l,g“qandidates working in
other canteens for appointment as Cantesn Manager wers

also consideredd

6y Under the circumstanee appl_;cant;s claim is

not covered by_‘c,:on,cl__usj.on“‘;Bt_'—”of‘ the D'ir,ect Recrui ts!

case ‘(SUpra_) and the ruling in Ramesh Qupta Usd Secratary’

DPAR & 01‘:5-% 1986 .(15 AD 91 does not advance his claim)l

7 O ther grounds to challenge the OA have also

been raised by Tespondsnts, both private and offPicial;
but the foregoing is sufficient to establish that
the OA warrants no interference and it is therefore

dismissedd No cos ts%i

AVM %/l//czK'L?i

( DRZAZVEDAVALLI ) ( S.RTADIGE )

MEMEER (3) VICE CHAIRMAN(A)S

[ug/




