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CENTRAL AQMINI STRATL VE TRIBUNAL, PRINCI PAL BENCH
NEW DELHI .

O, A. N0. 1837 of 1989

New Delhi, this the 19th day of April, 1904F

. Hop'ble Mr C,J,Roy, Member(J) _
Hon’ble Mr B, N, Dhoundiyal, Member(A). ‘

Mange Ram S/O Shri Sant Lal

House NO ReZ-168-D=V Block,

SEctor-A, Uttam Nagar,

New D61h1-59. eee aso AppliCant.

( none appeared)y

VSe'

13 Union of Indig
thr ough
Secretary,
Ministry of Healkh,
New Delhi,

24 Medical Supdt,,
Dr,Ram Manohar Lohia Hospital,
New Delhi.

33 Sri Gian Singh Rawat,
%aVﬁ§darEDr .Ram ManOhar Lohla Hospital
ew Delhi. y eces ses Respondents,

( none appeared ) e

O%DE{( CRAL)

( delivered . by Hon'ble Mr C,Js;Roy, Member(J)

This is an old case pre-empterily posted

far hearing in the first ten cases, Therefore, e

~arg disposing of this case on theg basis of the avallahle

| 4 |
records on file, : -
i
The applicant was appointed as Nursing Attandant
in Dr, Ram Manohar Lohiz Hospital, New Delhi uw,e,f,
24,9,1977, He is an ex-serviceman and claim@ having:

He also

15 years service in the Armed Forces of Union,
states that he gets pension from Armed Forcas, The
applicant states that the post of Hawaldar in Dr, Ram

Manohar Lohia Hospital is to be filled from class-IV




smployees, He prays for the following relief s:-

(i) To quash memo No,B8-27/89/RMLH/NS/2975
dated 1,9.1989:0f the Medical Supdt,

.“Dr.'Ram Manohar Lohia Hospital,

(ii}To.quash order of appointment of Sh,Gian
singh Rawat in the post of Havaldar u,e.f.
25, 2. 1987; ' S

(i1i)To appoint the applicant in the'post of
Havaldarg .

(iv) Te order for the payment of salary against
the post of Havaldar to. the applicant
from 25, 2,1587,

L We have seen the counter filed on behalf of
‘the respondents, The raspondents have assailed
bthat the ﬁoét of Havaldar 1s a ndn-seleétien_pmst
(] T , and uas filled o’n 25,2, 1987 and no pr-af‘srence was
given.to the ox-serviceman, It is stated that the
0.P,C, proceedings dated 3,4,1987 are valid and
"~ legal. They alieged that the apgoihtmen£ of
Shri Gian Singh Rawat is in sccordance uith the
recruitment rules and he has been appointed on
the post of Havaldar en the basis of the recummandétions )
of the duly constituted D.P.C. w.e.f. 25,2.1987,
They state that the representations made bf the
applicant were feceiyed énd they were also properly
di spo sed oF.and,the rejection of the applicant's case
is not illegal, They also state that the post of
Héualdar has been Filled-uﬁ strictly in accqrdance
with notifiad-Recruitmant Rulas, The Recruitment
| Rulaé says for the post of Havaldar, the candidate
should be matriculats uith experisnce in handling
labour preferably 8x-servicemen, The post has to
be filled up by non- sel ection and the age sﬁould be
_within 30-40 and the promoticens should be given

“from the uarious‘class-lv employees with Police
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Military service and the oromotion is for 100%
promo tees failing which by direct recruitment,

The age is not applicable to the promo tee s,

In this cass us find no where that the past
miiitary service has been shoun as assential quallfiﬁation,
It is mefely s preference but not an essantial ity.
It is also mentiocned that prﬁmotions from Clase-.1V
employees with Police/Military service, ‘Here, in
this case the Respondent No,3 i.e. 5h. Gian Singh
Rawat was selected by a duly constituted D,P.C,
strictly in accordance with the notified recruitment
rules with police ahd military service on the basis
of seniprity and hs belongs to Group-2 staff with

military service, Therefore, it is not wrong to say

that when thse word preferably_is used orally ex-servicem@n
should be appoinfed is not correct deductién._ The
‘recruitmant rules do not speak that the pcst is only
meaht for axeservicemen, I fact, the post of Havaldar -
has to be Flllwd up wloh Lhe uuallpluatlon mentianed
under Col.12 ipromotion from Ckasse 1V empluyees with
Pallceﬂbpﬂltary service and the respandents have dona it
correcnly and done through a duly cons stituted D,P.C,
When the 100% prmmotlon on the basis of seniority i,e.
® non-selection is memttionaed in the rpcruitment rulss,the
question of giving pref erence to e x- ser vi ceman doss not
arise., Since the Respondent No,3 was duly apﬁointed
af ter the recommendations vere duly constituted by the
0,p. C, we are not inclined to interefere in this case,
The apdlicant's representahiqm dataed 1.3.188S was -
.r8plied vide memor andum dated 1,9,89 that his Case
yas also nut up before the ravieu 0,7, L an 21.8,89
. (Annex.ﬁj)'and bgalng on Ltheir opinien according toA
recrui tment rules the poét heing a *NON sZLECT ION?
v was filled up on’25,2.1987 in accordance with the

was not essential
- senlorlty.Thp qualification of being ex~serviceman/

/““L
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and only preferable, Tharefors, the applicant's
claim is rejgcted,
With the abhove observations, the 0,4, is

dismissed,

There will be no eordser as to costs,
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