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Central Administrative Tribunal '
HYDERABAD BENCH : AT HYDERABAD
0.A. No. 34/89, ' Date - of- DECiSi(;;l.I
-I-A-NQ--

S.S8eghagiri Rao. ___Petitioner.
shri S,Udayachala Rao. Advocate for the -
: ' ' “petitioner (s) .-
Versus ' |

Union of India represented by Respondent.

Secretary (Establishment),

Railway Board, New Delhi & 6 others.
Shri—N-R-bevaral;

SC for Railways.

Advocate for the
Respondent (s)

CORAM :
THE HON'BLE MR. J.Narasimha Murthy : Member(Judl).

THE HON’BLE MR. R.Balasubramanian : Member(hdmn).

1. Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the Judgement ?
2. To be referred to the Reporter or not ?

3. Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgment ?

4. Whether it needs to be circulated to other Benches of the Tribunal ?

5. Remarks of Vice Chairman on columns 1, 2, 4
(Fo be submitted to Hon’ble Vice Chairman where he is not on the Bench)
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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRKTIVE TRIBUNAL : HYDERABAD BENCH
. AT HYDERABAD, '

0.A,No,34/89, Date of Judgment 9 -15-10
. | S.Seshagiri Rao .« Applicant
i N
Versus

1. Union of India
represented by
Secretary (Establishment),
Railway Board,
New Delhi.

2. The Chief Personnel Officer,
S.C.Railway, ’
Secunderabad-500371.

3. The General Manager,
S oCoRailwaY'
Secunderabad-500371,

4, A.Rajasudhakara Rao,
5. S.M.Basha,
6., 3.K.Prasada Rao,

7. C.Venugopal,

Counsel for the Applicant : Shri S.Udayachala Rao.
N&Md&ﬁz

Counsel for the Respondents : Shri N.R.Devaraj,
SC for Railways.

-

CORAM:

{

‘Hon'ble Shri J.Narasimha Murthy : Member(Judl).

L ]

Hon'ble Shri R.Balasubramanian : Member(Admn).

I Judgment as per Hon'ble Shri R.Balasubramanian,
. Member(Admn) .

- This application has been filed by Shri S.Seshag
Rao under section 19 of the Administrative Tribunals

Act, 1985 against the Union of India represented by

1@@}/ Secretary (Establishment), Railway Board, New Delhi

W
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and 6 others of whom Respondents 4 to 7 are private

by

ones.

2. At the relevant time the applicant was working as
adhoc Personnel Inspector Gr.III and was posted back as
Head Clerk in March, 1988. The respondents called for
volunteers td £ill up one vacancflof Personnel Inspector
Gr.I1I ﬁurely on adhoc basis vide their Note dated
15.11.86. The applicant was successful and he was posted
to the Mechanical Section. While matters stood thus, |
the Zna respondent issueé'notifications dated 15.5.87
ané 10.8.87 calling fof voiunteers for regular selection
for the post of ?ersOnnel Inspector Gr.I1I. 28 candi-'
dates including the applicant and respondents 4 to 7
were alerted, ©On being successfﬁl in the writte# test,
the applicant, respondents 4 to 7 and 3 others were
called for viva-voce.test.' In the final list of
succeséful candidates.the applicant was not included

though he was the seniormost. Aggrieved at his

non-selection the applicant alleges that the selection
was not done properly. He also alleges that R4

particularly was given an opportunity to be in a sectio
_ o usie '
where he could easily gedm favours from the superiors.

He also alleges that the other private respondents

sucteeded in getting through by virtue of their being

active office-bearers‘ﬁb service unions. He prays
Arekd

that the previous selection demo be set aside and fex

direction to conduct the viva-voce test afresh



g

\©

% (

3, The respondents contest the claim of the applicant.

-3-

It is theilr contention that the selection committee was
properly constituted and they had acted in accordance
with the instructions on selection to the post. They
have denied that the successful private respondents were
shown any undue favour.

4. We have examined the case and heard the learned
counsel Shri S.Udayachala Rao for thé applicant and
Sﬂri N.R.Devaraj for the respondents. . We have also
éalled for the Railway records and examined the case,
The main point before us is wﬁether the selection

committee was constituted properly and the tests had bee

conducted in accordance with the instructions on the
subject. On an examination of the records we f£ind that
the selection committee was properly constituted.

We find that the 3 members had independently evaluated

the candidates who appeared in the viva-voce test
covering,personality, address and leadership qualities.
Separate marks were also awarded for record of service
and- seniority. It is seen from the summary of these

that the applicant before us was not considered suitabl
because he failed to get 60% in the professional abili

comprising of the written test as well as the viva=-voc

test. Since we find that the 3 independent members

duly appointed to the selection committee had followed

the procedure in accordance with the rules there is

no case for us to interfere on the unsubstantiated pl
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made by the applicant. We also f£ind that the marks

allocated for various tests are not unreasonable.

wWe therefore dismiss the application with no order

as to costs.

Vi
, "”‘”"’13
ian
( J.Narasimha Murthy ) ( R.Balasubraman
Member (Judl) . Member(hdmn).

%@\lbputy Registrar{Ju

pateg 1 SUT T P S5 Duanth 4

To
1. The secretary(Establishment) Union ot India,

Railway Board, New Delni.

2. The Chief Personnel Otticer,
s.C.Railway, secuncerapac - 371.

The General Ménager, s.C.Railway, secunaerapad =371.

4, One copy to Mr.a.Udayachala Rao, aavocate
State Bank of India Otticerst colony, Plot No. 61
Musarambagn, Hyderabad - 36.

6. One copy to Mr. N.R.Devraj, =C tor Rlys, CAT.Hyd.Bench.
6. One copy to:Hon'ble Mr.J.Narasimha Murty, Member (8ual) CAT.Hy
7. One spare COpYy.
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IN THE CENTRAL ADI"!INISTRATWE TRIBUNAL .
HYDERABAD BENCH ATHYDERABAD. . —

.N.JAYASIMHA : V.C.
ND

THE HON'BLE MR.

THE HONMBLE MR.D\SURYA RAQ 3 M(J) .
AND

THE HON'BLE MR.J{
AND

THE HON'BLE MR.R.PALASUBRAMANIANLM(A) .

RASIMHA MURTY:M(J) (
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GRPER 7/ JUDGEMENT @

M. A SR A EHFNO, F

“in

T SO " W.P.No.

0.A.No. “3\N\ﬁ5cw

Adm.&tte-é-'a‘Ha"Intenm directions

issued.
Allc&
Dismissed for default.

Dismissed as withdrawn.

Dismissed.

Disposéd of with direction.

‘M. A. O dered/ - ,-::-r-—
Central Admi fatr+'ys Trihue 4l

No order as tofcoshsDES 4 104
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HYDEEA @ 5};3' BENCH.






