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. - CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBLNAL

ALLAHABAD BENGCH, ALLAHABAD

Dated: Allahabad this the 27th Day of April 2CCO,
Coram: Hon'ble Mr. S. Dayal, Member (A.)

Hon'ble Mr, Rafiguddin, Member (J.)

Qriginal Appliccotion No,243 of 1996

Baldeo Ram

S/0 Shri Barsati

R/0 Vill, Dherne, P.O, Mughalsarai, Distt, Varangsi.
«ee Applicant
Counsel for the applicent= Sri Y. Mohd.
Versus
) 1 thion of Indie through the Secretary, Railways,
GCovernment of India, New Delhi,
2., Senior Divisional Personnel (Xficer, Eastern
Railway, Mughelserai, District Varanssi,
3% Competent Authority (Senior D,S.T.E.), Eastern

Railway, Mughalsarai, Distt, Varanasi,

4, Smnt. Sushilasey Murge,
< Snt, Bisto Purty,
Both Telephone (perctors Tele-Communic.tion
,-i Inspector's Cffice, Eastern Railway, P.QO.
Mughalsarai Distt, Veranasi.

«ss Respondent

% Counsel for the respondent= Sri A, Sthaleker




CRDER

 :% (By : Hon'ble Mr, S. Dayal, Member (A.) )

;: This applicetion is being filed for direction
| to the respondents to consider the applicent's name for
| appointment for as Telephone (pergtor against unreserved

vacancies by cancelling appointment of 2 ST cendidates.

':. ) The fucts as given by the epplicent are that

applicetions were invited by the responcents from Khelasi's

o in the scale of Rs, 800 to 1150 and Khalasits in the scale
of Rs, 75C=-940 working¢ in Tele-~Communication Department

who were matriculates end hed completed 3 years regular

i service in 1995 .to.£ill up 5 posts of Telephone Cperctors

ﬁ from amongst generc.l candidetcs and one post from Schedule

j Csste candidates., Some 14 candidates were allowed to i
appeer at the examinstion on 1/4/95., Five candidates
inciuding the applicent were declared sﬁccessful in the
written exemination, The applicant claims that the s

seniority list was changed in the letter dzted 10/7/05
putting the applicant in second place insteed of keeping
him in first place as in enclosure No. 3 to the O.A.

The competent authority by letter dated 1/2/96 approved

the names of the only 4 condidetes and the neme of the )

applicent wos not included in these 4 candidetes, It is

mentioned that out of 4 posts to be *f‘ﬂ@g&% up by general
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for seniority were to be €alled for viva-voce test.

3% The arguments of Sri Y. Mohd. for the applicant
and Sri A. Sthaleker for the respondent heve been heard,

The pleadings on record have been taken into consideration,

4, In response to the contentions of the apglicant
the respondents have stated thet all the candidetes who
obtcined qualifying marks in the written exemination hed
to be shown in the list of successful candidates in the
written exemination., The order in which their nemes had
to shown wes to be based on seniority position, However,
by our mistake this wes not done in letter dated 31/5/95
and was subsequently corrected by letter dated 10/7/95.
The respondents have further mentioned thst the applicant
Could not obtcin gualifying merks for empanelment for the

seid post, although he hcad obtcined qualifying merks in

the written test,

B The lecrned counsel for the applicent had
contended that since the applicant was placed at No, 1

af ter the written test, he had obteincd more than 60k
marks in the written, As for as the viva—-voce is concerned
the maerks were to be given for professioncl ebility,
personalify, address, leadership and eacedemic and
technicsl qualificctions and of service on seniority.
For the last 3 cctegories, the division of marks was
20, 15 and 15 respectively. Those obteining 60% of

total marks prescribed for written exeminetion and 3
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2 - The lec.rned counsel for the applicant contends that

the applicent could not have secured less than the
marks required for being placed on the-penal in view
'?f his performance in the written, his position in
seniority and his record of service, Ve had considered
the arguments of lecrned counsel for the applicent and

. '\remt\ Lc"\f\-!l'l-'-:“""*"j l’
had directed the respondents to place Rg7Zel corending

merks obteined by the applicant and respondents No. 4

and 5 in the written test as well &s in-the 3 different
sections of the viva-voce. It hcs not been possible for
the respondents to produce the scid record at the time

of hecring,

i

6. We therefore direct the respondents No. l‘,ﬁ

o A
obtein 3 personally verify the marks obtsined by various

candidates in the written as well as three different
sections of vive-voce and furnish the same to the applicant,

In ccse respondents No, 4 er 5 have received less mzerks '

than the applicent, the applicent should be given
appointment as Telephone (perator in plzce of the respondent

getting less marks thaen the applicaent. This shall be

complied within three months from the date of receipt

1 w
§ of a copy of this order from the applicant. 1€
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