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- Petitioner.
Advocate for the
petitioner (s)
Versus
i. .
3’ | _ Respondent.
N Advocate for the
- Respondent (s)
r
CORAM ;

THE HON’BLE MR. J.NARASIMHA MURTHY : MEMBER (JUDICIAL)

THE HON'BLE MR. R,BALASUBRAMANIAN : MEMBER (ADMINISTRATIVE)

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 ? Ne

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

BENCH ¢ AT HYDERABAD :

0A No,.684/89, Date of Judgment: i%: G -Fu g
VS.Srééram <;

e+ +<Applicant
Us . | ‘.,.-,-——-‘-—_.‘.. T oL L e .

1. The General Managsr,
South Central Railways,
Sacunderabad .

2. The Chisef Pérsonnel UffPicer,
South Centrai Raijvay,
Sscundsrabad,

3. The Secretary,
Raiiway Service Commission,
South Central Raiiuay,
IRISET Complex, Secundesrabad,
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Counsel for the Appticant : Shri P.Krishna Reddy

Counsel for the Respondents : Shri N.R.Devaraj, SC for Riys.
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HON'BLE SHRffJ¢NARASINHA MURTHY ¢ FEMBER (JUDICIAL)
HON'BLE SHRI R.BALASUBHAMANIAN : MEMBER (ADNINISTRATIVE)

(Judgment of the Division Banch delivered by
Hon'ble Shri R.Balasubramanaian, Member (A) ),

This application has been filed under ssction 19
of the Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985 by Shri S.Sreeram
against the Gensral Manager, South Central Raiiway and two
othars, The applicént appiied for the post o Clerks in
respcnsé to Empioyment notice N?.S/BU pubiished on 28-12-80,
He had passed the written examination and‘he appeﬁred for
the interview on 16-1-i1982 which was common Por Shi—the V

catsgories i.8. (1)Tréinee Assistant Station Mastser;

conNtdeea2,
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(2)Trainee Guard; (3) Trainee Commercisl Clerk; (4) Trainee
Ticket Coiiector; (5)Trainee Trains C.erk and (6) Oftrice
Ciarke The appl;cant was not given any appointmant order
and hig Pather started ;eprasanting/:ga Railwayse In reply,
his Pather was told that the applicant had nmot qualified

in the physiology test meant for Trainee Assistant

Station Master. If is the case of the applicant that sven
though he was not considered for the post of Trainee Asst,
Station Master, he should have been selscted for any one

of the remaining five categories. The appiicant prays

that he be sppointed to one of the remaining Pive categories.,

24 A_counter_has_bean.filed on behalf of the res-
pondents opposing the applicétiun._lt is their cass that
the applicant has secured'anly 160 marks in both written
and’viva-voce test, whereas the marks obtained by the last
candidates in each of the five categories was more than 160
in the case of the Uﬁécandidatsa. ‘jgéié further stated
that the applicant Qas not considered suitable fof the

post of Trainee Agsst,S5tation Master since e had failed

in physiolagy test,

3. We have heard the lsarnad counsel for the appli-
cant Shri P.Krishna Reody and Shri N.R.Devaraj, learnsed

standing counsel for the respondent railuays. In the course
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of the ﬁ;;:;;:ZSKFaspondents vigioursiy raised ths question
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To
1. The ceneral Manager, S.C.Railways, secunderabad.

2. The Chiet Personnel Orfricer, S.C.Railway, mecunderabad,
3. The secretary, Railway service Cpmmission, S.C.Railway,
IRISET Complex, secunderabad.
4. One copy to Mr.P.Krishna Reddy, . Acvocate
3-5-899, Himayatnagar, Hyaerapad.
5. One copy to Mr.N.R.Legraj, sC for Rlys, CAT.Hyd.Bench.
6. One copy to Mr.J.Narasimha Murty, Member (J) CAT.Hyda-BHench

7. One copy to Mr. R.Balasupbramanian, Member{A)CAT .Hyd.Bench

8. One spare cOpY.
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~of limitation. It is stated that the tests were conduc—

ted in January,, 1982 and though, the father of the appli-
cant was rep)satedly, repressnting, it was only on 21-6-86

- l v ' . C}}w&L .
that the applicant himself ohepss to represant against the
non-selsection i,e, well after 4% years after the tasts
were held. To this alse he did not get any reply end
he filed this Original Application only in September, 1969,

again after the delay of three years. It is therefore

agrued that the case is cleerly hit by limitation,

4, + From the facts of the case we find that the
applicant who belengs to tne OC had secured only 160
marks whereas the last candidete seiscted for each of the
categories secursd more than 160 marks. The applicant
just had no chance of getting selected. The learnad
counsel for the applicant contended that the distri-
ﬁutinn Df‘SC/ST quota among the various categories was
not uniform. The respondents contended this by stating
that it could not be so because the actual state of

SC/ST representations is different for different cadres.
Moreover the case is clearly hit by +he limitation, there-

fore ve dismiss the applicetion with no order as to casts,
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(J.NARASIMHA MURTHY) (R.BALASUBRAMANIAN)
Member (Judicialf Member (Administrative)

Dated: ‘E ﬁ;;;é_ 1990,
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. Ao [Bputy Registrar (Ju )
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