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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATING TRIBUNAL
.PRINCIPAL BENCH

NEU DELHI.

REGM.NO» O.A. 139/87. DATE OF DECISION: 3rd, August, 1992.

S, Plahadova Ayyar. »••• Potitianar.

Versus

Union sf India. .... Rospendent.

CORAPI: THE HON'BLE MR. 3USTICE U.S. MALIHIATH, CHAIRMAM.
—THE HON'BLE FiR. I.K. RA3G0TRA, MEi*lBER(A).

For the Petitioner, .*.. None.

Shri

for SI
chandani, Sr. Counsel,

For the Raspandent, .... Shri . A, K, Behra, proy
for Shri P.H. Rara-

JUDGtWEMT (ORAL)

(Hon'ble l^r. Oustice V.S, Malimath,
Chai rman)

None appeared either for the petitisner or for the

respondsnts. As this is a vary aid 'casa, ue consider it

apprepriate ts leok into the record, hear the learned counsel

far the respendent .and dispase of this matter en merits.

2. The petitioner started his career as Assistant in the Ministry

of Production w.e.f. 24.7,1956. He was in due course promoted

as Section Officer on 19.1.1966, He uas further selected

and appsintod as Under Secretary in the year 1979. Cccasien

posts in the
arese for filling up th^next higher grade, namely, the

selection grade. For that purpose, a select list uas prepared

and 37 persons uers appointed as is clear from Annexure-III,

The petitioner's name does not find place in the said list.

It is in this background that the petitioner has approached

the Tribunal for appropriate relief.
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3,, The petitioner's case is that thej selection made in

in

the year 1986 has resulted/nqre than 50% of the posts being

reserued in favour of the Schsduled Caste/Schedulsd Tribe

candidates. This inference is sought-to be draun from Annexurs-IIl

uhich contains a list of 37 persons uhich have be.gn included in

the seloct list, Out of 37 persons, 25 persons ars admittedly

members of the Scheduled Caste/Schaduled Tribe, It is, thereforsj

clsar that only 12- persons out of 37 uere from amongst the

^ general merit candidates. It is claar from the reply of the

respondents that the case of the petitioner was also considered

by the D.P,C, along with 37 parsons ubose names uera included in

the select list. He was, houeuer, not included in the said list

as he did not come uithin the range of consideration having

regard to the assessment of his merit by the D.P.C. The assumptior

made by the petitioner that there is more than 50?^ reservation in

fT" favour of the Scheduled Caste/Scheduled Tribs candidates does

not appear to be correct. The petitioner has not relied upon any

rule or order uhich reserves more than 50^ of the vacancies in

favour of the Scheduled Caste/Scheduled Tribe candidates. It

is not right to draw an infarence that there is more than 50^o

reservati^ in favour of the Scheduled Caste/Schedulsd Tribe
merely because

candidate?^ ua- find more than 50fo of the persons belonging to

the Scheduled Caste/Scheduled Tribe in the select list.

/.
reaaon uhy such.large number of Scheduled Caste/

Scheduled Tribe candidates got into select list has been explained

by the counsel for the respondents. Thta petitioner himself has

produced the order of the Government Anne?<ur0-II dated 26,3.1570
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which prescribss the minimum standard for members of the

Scheduled Caste/Scheduled Tribe to get included in the select

list. It provides that if the D.P.C, assesses the merit'

of the members of the Scheduled Caste and Scheduled Tribe

as not unfit for promotion, their names have to be included

in the select list to the extent the number of vacancies era

available in accordance with the relative merit of the

candidates as assessed by the D.P.Ca The order Annexure-II

has not been challenged. Hence, the operatian of the same
f aulted

by the authoritias cannot be^ Annaxure-II, as already stated,

is not an order regarding resaruatisn of the members ®f the

Scheduled Caste and Schedulad Tribe. It is only an order which

the

prascribas the minimum standard for/3chedul®d Caste/Scheduled

Tribe candidates to g^t included in the select list.

As the case of the petitioner has bean considered and hs

It uas not included in the select list having regard to the

grade he obtained, he cannst make a gr-isvance about his

non-cQnsideratisn for promotion on the basis of Annexure-II,

4. Ue are also informed by the learned counssl for the

respondents that the petitioner was selected as per the

select li^st prepared in the year 1987. Hg subssquertly retired

in thei year 1991, In the circumstances, ue do not find any

i ground to interfere. This petition fails and is, therefore,

dismissed. No costs,

sHo kkkilfT'-' ^ ^ '


