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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL ~
 PRINCIPAL BENCH
NEW DELHI.
REGN.NO, O.,A, 139/87. DATE OF DECISION: 3rd August, 1892,
S, Mahadmva Ayyar, eses Petitianer,
Versus
Unien ef India, .ses Hespendant,

CORAMs THE HON'SBLE MK, JUSTICE V,S, MALIMATH, CHAIRMAN,
=" THE HON'BLE MR, I,K. RASGOTRA, MEMBER(A).

for the ﬁefitimner. voese None,

Far the Respardent. ’ vee. Shri A.K, Behra, proy
fer Shri P.H. Ram=

: . chandani, Sr, Counsel,
JUDGEMENT (ORAL)

(Hon'ble Mr, Justice V.S, Malimath,
Chairman)

Nene apﬁeared sither for the petitiener or for the

respond ents, As this is a vefy old ‘case, we consider it
app:spriate to leok inte the record, hear the learned counsel
for the respendent and dispese of this matter en marits,

2. The petitioner started his caresr as Assistant in the Minjstry
of . Producti@n. We€ofe 24.7,1956., He was in duse course premoted
as Section Officer on 19,1,1966, He was further selected
and appeinted as Under Secretary in the year 1679, Occasion

posts in the

‘arese for filling up the/next higher grade, namely, the
selsction grade, for that purpese, a select list was prepared
and 37 persons were appointed as is clear from Annexure-III,

The petitioner's name doss net find place in the said list,

t is in this beackground that the petiticner has approached

v/%he Tribunal for apprepriate relief,
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3. The petitiorerts cass is that the selectieon made in
in |
the ysar 1986 has resulted/maore than 50% of the pests being
reserved in favour of the écheduled Caste/Scheduled Tribe
candidates, This in%erance is sought.to be drawn from fnnexure-I11
which contains a list of 37 pefsoné which have besn included in
the selact list, UOut of 37 persons, 25 persons ars admittedly
members of the Scheduled Casté/Schsduled Tribe, It is, therefors,
clear that only -12' pefsuns out of 37 were ffam amengst the
general merit candidates, It is clsar from the reply of the
respondents that the case of.the petitioner was also considered
6y the D,P.,C, along with 37 psrsans uhose’names vere included in
the selecf list, He was, houever, not included in the said list
as he did not coeme within the ;énge of consideration having
regard to the assessment of his merit by the D.P.C. The assumptior
made by the petitioner that there is HZre than 50% reservation in
favour of the Scheduled Céste/Schmduled Trigs candidates does
not sp-ear to be cerrect, Ths petitioner has not relied upon any
rule ar order which reserves more than 50% of the vacancies in
favour of the Scheduled Caste/Scheduled Tribe candidates, It
is not right to draw an inference that there is more than 5 0%
raservati;n in favour of the SCHeduled Caste/Scheduled Tribe
merely because

candidates/ wae. find mere than 50% of the persons belenging to
the Schaduled Caste/Scheduled Tribe in the select list,

/4ﬂﬁ¢ reason why" such.large hﬁmber ef Scheduled Caste/

Schsduléd Tribe candidates got into selact list has been explaiﬁed'

by the counsel for the respondents, The petitioner himself has

/¢¢roduced the order of the Government Annmexure-I1 dated 26,3.1870




-

SRO
030862

1

(Y
;\\_'

!

which prescribass the minimum standard fFor members of the

Scheduled Caste/Scheduled Tribe to get included in the select

list, It provides that if the D.FP,L, asssssas the merit.

~of the members of the Scheduled Caste and Zcheduled Tribe

as not unfit for promotien, thgir names have to be included

in the selzct list to the extent the number of vacancies ars

avallable in accordance with the relative merit of ths

candidates as assessed by the D,P,C., The order Annexure-I1

has not been challenged, Henge, the ogperatien of the same
faulted

by the autheritiass cannot bel Annexure-II, as already stated,

ié‘nét an order regarding reservatien of éhe members ef the

Scheduled Caste and Scheduled Tribe, It is only an 6rder which

the

prescribes the minimum standard fer/Scheduled Caste/Scheduled

Tribe candidates to gst included in the sslect list,

As the case of the petitioner'ﬁas bésn considered and hs

was not included in the select list having regard to the

grade‘he obtainaa, he cannet make a gnievance about his

nennpensideratian fer promotion sn the basis of Annexure~ITI,

4, We are alse informed by the learned ccunss! for the

respondents that the petitioner was salscted as per the

salect list prepsred in the year 1987, He subsequenrtly retired

in the year 15891, 1In the circumstances, we do not find any

4

ground to interfere, This petition fails and is, there fore,

dismissed. No'costs, | Zﬁ?
Al ﬁ}v/w/

( I.K, ﬁaséf?ra ) { TALIMATH )
MEFBER (a) . CHAIwmAm.



