CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL,
CUTTACK BENCH, CUTTACK

OANO ]24m()l~" 2001
Cuttack, this the 5 day of July, 2004

Sri Kuppli Neela Raju Applicant

Vrs

Union of India and others Rcspondents

FOR INSTRUCTIONS
1) Whether it be referred to the Reporters or not?

2)  Whether it be circulated to all the Benches of the Central
Administrative Iribunal or not ¢

(M.R.MOHANTY) BN.SOM)

i
MEMBER(JUDICTAI ) VICE-CITAIRM AN




CENTRAIL ADMINISTRATIVE, TRIBUNAT,,
CUTTACK BENCH, CUTTACK
O.ANG. 124 OF 2001

Cuttack, this the Sth day of July, 2004

HON’BLE SHRI BN .SOM, VICE-CHAIRMAN
& ‘ID
HON'BLE SHRI M.R MOHANTY, MEMBER(JUDICIAL)

SriKuppl Neela Raju,aged about 24 years son of SriK Prakash Rao, At
Qr.No A/173/D.Loco Colony,Khurda Rnad P.O Jatni, Dist. Khurda

LYsE

Applicant
Vrs

1) Union of India, represented through its Chairman, Railway
Board,
New Delhi.

2)  General Manager, South Eastern Railway, Garden Reach,
Kolkata.

3)  Divisional Railway Manager, South Eastern Railway, Khurda
Road, P.O.Jatni, Dist. Khurda.

4 CIpnrts Officer, qt)um Fastern Railway, Khurda Road, P.O Jaini,
Dist. Khurda.

5)  General Secretary, South Tastern Railway Sports Association,

Khurda, P.O.Jatni, Dist.Khurda.
6)  Sri Shibashis Bal, son of Ugresana Bal, At-Sports Hostel,
Bhubaneswar Nayapalli Dist Khurda.
e Respondents.
Advocates for the applicant - M/s M.Mishra, D.K. Pattnaik,
S.Senapati, B. B. Mohanty.

Advocates for Respondents - Mr.D.N.Mishra *
M/s S.C.Mohanty, G.K Nayak
& R.Mahalik,
ORDER

SHRT BN.SOM, VICE-CHAIRMAN

% &

Shri Kuppli Neela Rahu by filing this Original Application has

praved for quashing of the

(IJ

election list dated 6.4.2001 (Annexure 5) for

recruitment to the post Group D (Class TV) against the sports quota

Q/.,



-

o8

(Volley Ball) for the 2000-2001 and for a dircction fo the

(=

Respondents to hold sclection througsh proper Sclection Committec,
p

'L\')

The grievance of the applicant is that the Respondents have not
constituted a Selection Committee in terms of the rules framed in this
regard. As the I'rial Committee under the Recruitment Committee wasn ot
constituted with qualified coach/expert, it vitiated the selection 1 process and
has
therefore, the sclection madc is Hable to be quashed. Heslso alleped that
the Recruitment Committee had violated the rules as cnshrined in the
circulars issued by the Respondent-Department.
3. We have heard Mr M Mishra, learned counsel tor the applicant
and Shri D.N.Mishra, learned Standing Counsel for the Railways.
4. The Respondenis have denied the alie egations made by the
applicant, They have submitted that tho Recruitment Committce was
constituted strictly according to the instructions of the Railway Board in
this regard. The Respondents have given full particulars of the members of
the Committee who were put in the Trial Committee. None of the
vormaents madc by the Respondents has been rebutted/contradicted by the
apphcant by filing rejoinder. During oral argument also, the applicant
vould not bring out any deficiency either in the functioning of the Trial
Committes/Recruitment Committee or its constitution. These being the

facts of the case, we see no mer 1t and accordingly dismiss the O.A A. being

devoid of merit.
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VICE-CH. —"JRI\’I N



