CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
ERNAKULAM BENCH

DATE OF DECISION: 7-12-1989
.- PRESENT

HON'BLE-SHRI S.P.MUKERJI, VICE CHAIRMAN
‘ 5 ‘
HON*BLE SHRI A,V.HARIDASAN, JUDICIAL MEMBER

ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO.488/89

Mary Stella Rodrigues . - Applicant
| Ve

1. Union of India representéd by
the General Manager, Southsrn
Railway, Madras. '

2, The Divisional Railuway Manager,
Southern Railway, Palghat.

3. The Division Medical Officer,
(Division), Southern Railuay,
Palghat. -

4, The Senior Divisional Personnel
0fficer, Southern Railway,
Palghat., . '

5. Senior Divisional Enginsser(East)
Southern Railway, Palghat.,

6. C.S5.Narayana Swami, Chief Clerk
(oPficiating), Works Branmch,
Palghat Division, Southern
Railway, Palghat. - Respondents

M/s S.VUehkata Subraﬁbiya Ayyar & - Counosel of the
Giri.V. , applicant -

Counssel of the
respondent 1-5

Mm/s MC Cherian,&Sarammé Cherian

Mr P Santhoshkumar B - ‘Counsel af the
regspondent-6
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(SHRI S5.P.MUKERJI, VICE CHAIRMAN)
We have heard the arguments of the learned counsel
for bath.tﬁe parties and gone thrnﬁgh the documents.,
In this application, the applicant Qﬁo‘has been working

'as Head Clerk is aggrieved by her non-selection for the

.‘2.‘.
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post of Chief Clerk in the selection held im 1988.
The selsction is mads on the basis af suitability-cum-
seniority.  The suitability is assessed on the basis of
BSLmanké;allotted for written teét and thoée who get

60% marks in the written test are called for interview,

Rddx Kool |
for whiel 15 marks are allotted for senior persons who
b | Cand -
do not get 60% in the written test, notional marks are
&

allotted for éaniority upto 15 and only those who obtain
30 marks and abova on the basis of written test and

seniority are called for intervieﬁ.' The contenfion of

w 19%F
- the learned counsel for the applicant is tha;ﬁthe
_ | : _ : rwen
applicant had qualified in the uritten test andhcal&ed
&

for interview and was included in the panel, but could

not be promdted because of shortage of vacancies in

the
1987. InA1988 test, she was not evan called for intervisu
&

andshe has a susprcion that the was net given proper marks

&

for his writtem test and seniority. She has not alleged

any malafides or vindictiveness on the part of those who

are assocliated with the selection process.

2. Ordinarily, this Tribunal is“not expected to
éo into the rsassessment of the candidates. bHouevar,
in order to reassure ourselves, we went through the
O WU :

wao€§9asy_papers of the applicant which were produced

by the learned counsel for the respondents. U8 are:

satisPied that all the answers, both in the narrative

.0300.
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papérs s well as in the objective paper had been marked
and the totalling was correct. The appli€ant was given

15 marks in the written test and 13 marks for the

l'wvsd% :
seniority which the applicant Nimeelf had claimed. .
[ [ .

The total being 28 marks,she Pell short of 30 marks
uhich $e should have teen pbtained to gqualify for being

interviewed. Ue allcux%he learned counsel for the _

applicant to go through W~~~ the ansuer papers of the
6

applicant and he was satisfied that all the ansuars

were marked and the totalling was correct.

3. In the circumstances, we see no merit in the

application and dismigs the same without costs.

S’ﬂzi :

(A.V.HARIDASAN) (5.P.MUKERII)
JUDICIAL MEMBER - VICE CHAIRMAN

7-12-1989
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"HON'BLE SHRI S.P, MUKERJI, VICE CHAIRMAN

i , And
HON'BLE SHRI A.V, HARIDASAN, JUDICIAL MEMBER

REVIEW APPLICATION NO.6/1990 IN
| 0A, 488/89

Smt, Mary Stella Rodrigues .... Review Applicant
Use. |
1. Union of India fepresented

by the General Manager,
Squthern Railway, Madras,

2. The Divisional Rai luay Manager,

Southern Railway, Pdghat.

3., The Divisional Medical Officer,
(Southern Rai lway, Palghat,

4, The Senior Diuisioﬁal Personnel
0fficer, Southern Rdluway,
Palghat,

5., Senior Divisiona Enéinee’r (East)
Southern R4 lway, Paghat,

6. C.S5.Narayana Suaml, Chief Clerk
(DFF1c1at1ng), Works Branch,
Palghat Division, S, Ralluay,
Palghat.

CRDER

Shri S.P,Mukherji, Vice Chairman

In this review application the original
aéplicanthas-prayeé that.the order dated 7.12.89
passed in OA. 488/89 should be reviewed on the ground
that her Fallure to qualify for 1nLerv1eu amd the

selection test was due to the fact that she was not



-

hod ovigum AT
posted in the Works Branch where she m%i appointed,

She was, on the other hand, deputed to General Branch

as a result of which she could not do well in the

uritten examination where the questions related to

the Works Branch., She failed to qualify for viva-voce

as she k&3 got 28 instead of 30 marks in the written
auw ’

test. UWe,afraid this cannot be considered to be a

valid ground for review of our judgement as no error

apparent on the face of record or new material has

" been brought out in the review application, She did

not adduce any ground relating to her posting in the
original application, In the Bircumstances, I fesl
that the review application should be rejected by
circulation and there is no need to giva_a notice to
the original respondents, If Hon'ble Member agrees,

such an order will be pronounced in the Open Court.,
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(S.P. MUKERJI)
VICE CHAIRMAN

Hon'ble Shri A.V.Haridésén, Judicial Member.




