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IN THE CEMNTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUANL: HYDERABAD BENCH:

HYDERABAD
C.A.Bo.871 of 1999. DATE CF CRDER:19-8-1999,
BETWEEN:
R.Surencdra. « e.Aprlicant
and

1. Gereral Manager, (Representing UCI),
5,C.Railway, Rall Kilayam, Sec'bad-071.

2. The Chimf Personnel Cfflicer,
South Central Railway, Sec'bad.

2, The Chief Electiical Engineer,
Sguth Central Railway, Sec'bad.

4. Dy.Chief Elecl.Engineer(Works Shop),
Lallaguda, South Central Railway,
Secunderabad.

S. Sri S.Farasing Rac, Working as TLF/HSK-I,
T.No.28081, Train Lighting Shop,

South Central Railway, Lalaguda,
Secunderabad. .. Respondents

CCUNSEL FOR THE AFPLICANT :: Mr.S,Ramakrishna Rao
CCUNSEL FOR THE RESFCNDENTS : Mr.V.Rajeshwar Rao

CORAM:
THE HCKN'BLE SRI R.RANGARAJAN, MEMBER(A)
THE HCW'BLE SRI B.S.JAI PARAMESHWAR,MEMBER(J)
: OCRDER:
CRAL CRDER (FEZR HON'BLE SRI R.RANCARAJAN,MENMBER(A) )
FEeard Mr.S.Ragmakrishna Rao, learned Counsel for the

Applicant arnd Mr.V.Rajeshwar Rao,learned Stand?ing Counsel

for the Respondents.



57

2. The spplicant ir this CA while werking as Highly
Skilled (Fitter) Grads-II in the sca?tféf Rs.120C-18C0,
arplied for the post of Apprentice Mechanic (Elecrical)
against the 25% quota ear-marked for/EZiving candidates
when the notification bearing Hc.LGD.P.608.E,1(A), dated:
11-11-1998 was issued. He under-wenthZZminatibn. Simi-
larly Respcndent No,5 unﬁer-went/EZ%mination. Respondent

Fo.5 vas selected.

3. This CA is filed to s=t aside the selecticm of R-%
#s Apprentice Mechanic (Electrical) by R-4, ignoring his
claim, and for a consequential directicn tc include the
arplicant in the panel for selection to the post sf Appren-

tice Mechanic(Electrical).

4, The main point for consideration in this OA is,
CD.'V\ L‘t

whether the applicant wes considered as meritcrious than

the Respondent Nc.5. The gbove point cen be adjudged

by perusing the Selection Proceedings.

1
5. The Selection Proceedings cannot be interferedwith

y Y
unlecs malafides are attributed to the Selection Committee.
There is no such averment in this ccnnection. Hepce, the
only peoint tc be seen is whether the applicant secured
more marks than the Respondent No.5 for empanelling him
for the post nf Apprentice Mechanic(Electrical).
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5. We have perused theFelection Pfoceedings in this
connection. The Committee mgt on 17-3-1999. It consistsd
of three Members, two from the bBlectrical Department with

a Fersonnel Officer to ensure that the rulestfég followed,
We have perused the Selection Proceedings and ;lso the
Enc;gpures. As far as the Writtcn/;gﬁﬁs are concerned,

both the applicant and the ﬁsgpondent No.5 had secured the
same marks viz., 20, whereastgéding the marxs for Viva-voce,
perscaality, leadership,qualification and recoéd cf service,
Raspondent No.5 had secursd 62 total marks"uhafaad

the applicant had secured only 60 total marks. The
Selection Proceedings clearly indicate as to hcm/ggiks far
service reccrds, perscnality, address, 1esadership and
academic/technical qualifications were awarZed. Hernce, i
it gannot be said that the marks vere awarded arbitrarily
without setting a gcal. The Proceedings clearly state

that the goal for granting/ggiks is zéicack. Hence, we

are of tne opinion that the prcceedings have been dili- :

g=ntly dpafted con the basis of the Rules and Regulations. -

7. The applicent having failed to secure higher marks

thaen the Respondent No.5, cannot demand to empanel him-in

preference to R-?. -
8. In that view, we find there is no merit in this CA.
Hence, the CA is dismissed. No costs,.

{The Selection Proceedings were perused and

returned kack)
M
KQ\W/;;S;;R) { R. RANG ARAJAN) ’
MEMBF\Ro\J‘%'Q MEMBER(A) ;

DATED: this the 19th day of August,1999

_-—_—-q——-——__-—_—--...-——————--—-———--———q

Dictated to steno in the Oper Court
* k%
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