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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE "&“@B@%L HYS@; BAD BENCH

0A.601/94

Between

1. J. Arthur

2. C. PrabhakaranRao
3, Sri 5, Nayab

4. ¥. Vasudevan

6. B. Raju

7. P.V. Gangadharan

and

1. Union of India, rep. Ly
its General Manager

Rail Nilayam, SC Rly.
Secunderabad

2. Chief Comml, Supdt,
Catering, SC Rly., Rail Nilayam
Secunderabad B

3., Sr. Divnl.personnel Yfficer
SC Rly., Guntakal Divn.
Guntakal

4. Sr’ pivnl. Comml; Supdt.
SC Rly., Guntakal Divn.

5. Veerasekhar

Commission Bearer/VRR/RC at
Dharmavaram Railway Station
Guntak=1 Pivn, Dharmavaram

Counsel for the applicants

“Counsel for the respondents

CORAM

KON. MR. R. RANGARAJAN, MEMBER (ADMN.)

HON, MR. B.S., JAI PARAMESHWAR, MEMBER (JUDL) -

T

" dt.30-4-97

: Applicants

Respondents
P. Sriraghuram
Advocate

J.R. Gopal Rao
SC for Railways
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on 30-7-1987 and 31-7-1987. As stated earlier the
applicants have not b&ought out any of their juniors
who have supergeded E§=any—é9£m—én—%he=&¢s% for filling
up 34 vacanciezfas stated ébove except the case of R-5.
6. The respondents in their reply stated that while
screening and absorbing Commission vendors cum Bearers
as Catering Cleaners 100 point roster was followed. 1In
that there were 3 p012fq to be filled vp by ST and 5
Cui e t®

backlog vabanCwbs aee,to be filled un by ST ooints. R-5
was en ST cindidate and hence his services were regular—

ised agalnst roster point ear-marked for ST.

7. In view of above, learned counsel for the respon-
dents submit that there is no irregularity in absocrbing
R-5 regularly.

8. The submission made by the respondents in absorp-

P\ﬂkcﬂﬁ
tion of R-5 againSf ST roster point is pwseldy in order.

The applicantﬁéan;ot challenge the regularisation of ST
csndidete against roster point ear-marked for 5Ts., The
applicanté have not filed any rejoindef indicating that
even OC juniors were absorbed against vacancies indi-zted
above, As there is no rejoinder filed it has to be
heid “rat R-5 is an ST candidate 2nd he was absorbed
against ST roster point. ’abwf P I
9. In view of what is stated, there is no merit in the
OA. Hence, the OA is dismissed for &:ﬁi of merig.

" },
No costs.
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Guntakal Division and they were being utilised as

dgmmission bearers at the time of exigencies. Thus on
bLates ) Al cadre of
theLabove submission they are eady in the / Commission

bearers who are also called Commission vendors depending
upon nature of duties entrusted &é;n them. When they
supply food articles iﬁ a running train they are called
Commission bearers and when they are discharging duties Gn
platform selling food items, heverages etc. then they are

called Commission Vendors, From the avove, it is presumed

that there is only one category of Commission bgarers-cum-

vendors in Guntekal Division of South Central Railway and
their senicrity 1is a combined one based on the norms pre-
scribed for fixing int8rse seniority between them. Thelir

regular abscrption as Caterinc Clearners has to be done
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observation of the :esexﬂ%, roster,

N
4. The app.licants have not pointed out in their 0A that

any of—the juniors to them have been given parmanent post

of cetering cleanars overlooking their seniority except

R«5, Thus it would mean that the case is relaLed to the
extent of impugning the regularisation of R-5 as Catering
Clearner in the Guntakal Division. f
5. It is stated in thejr reply that é Screening was

= A .
conductiag for £illing up vacancies of Catering|Cleaners

from the seniority list of Commission bearers and Vendors
(Annexure R-4 to the 0A), . There were total 34 ?osts
vacant for regular filling up. Eight posts ygf% filled
duly conducting screening on 18-5-1985 andvthe rest of
the 26 vacancies were filied up by comducting screening
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