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lN THS: CENlR..i~U. JI..OHJN JS.m.AT.IW. miBUNAL, JODHPUR BENCH, 

JODHPU&. 
-IIMiltGMll~~-

Date of Order : I 7. 7, 2-C·OO 

O.A. No. 129/1995 

Kundan La.l Arora S/0 Shri Ishar Dass, aged 48 years, 

Signal Inspector 1 Grade IX, Hanumangarh Jn e (Presently 

working at ·Bikaner) Rr./0 102, prem Nagar Behind Payal 

cinema, Sri Ganganagar. 

••• Applicant 

Vs 

1. Union of India through General Manager • N orthem 

Rail\o\1ay, Headquarters Office, Baroda House, N~w Delhi. 

2. Chief Signal and Tele-comm.mication., Engineer, Northen 

Railway, BarOda House, New .Delhi. 

3. Divisional Railway Manager, Northern Ra-~lway, 

B.ikaner. 

4-. Divisional personnel Officer, Northern a: a ilway, 

Bik.aner q: 

Divj.simal Signal and 'I'ele...Comrmnication E;nginear, 

Bikaner oivisioo, :sikaner"' 

•,.. • Respondents 

Mr. Y.K. Sharma, Counsel for the Applicant. 

Mr. R .. K. S.oni, counsel for the Respondents .. 

)- CCRAM 1 

Hon'ble Mr. A<PK. Misra, Judicial .V.mber 

Hen • ble Mr • Gopal Singh, Administrative Member 

O:RDER. ----
In this application under S.ecti on 19 of the 

Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985,. applic~t Kundan Lal Arora, 

has prayed far a direction to the respondents to promote the 

applicant as ASsistant Signal and 'I'ele...Comuunicati.cn E..ngineer 

Lc,_r,._o_C.(A~.. . . , 
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('J1S .. 'l'£ 1 for short) by interpolating hj.s narre in the panel 

dated 23 .8.1994, placed at Annexure A/5. 

2"' 
. . is 

ApplJ.cant• s case .1.s that heLp:resently worki.ng as 

Signal Jnspector Grade Il~ 1600-2660 aDd posted at Bikaner. 

The respondents had decided to hold a Limited Departmental 

Conpetitive Examination for promotion to group • B' service 

as J>.STE against 25% qUota to form a panel for seven vacancies, 

wherein all Group •c• Signal and Tele..Cormnunic~lticn S;upervisoJ 

( Tecnical and non ... Hinister ial) holding the post in grade, the 

minimum of \'lhich is Rs .. 1400/- per month or hi.gher with five 

years fortuitous service in the grade 1400...2 300 or higher as 

on 01.7.1992 were eligible for the said examination. The 

respondents had issued a letter dated 13.9 .. 199~ (Annexure A/4; 

regarding the date of exarninati.an,. It is ccntentioo of the 

applicant t:bat this letter was never sent to him and, therefol 

he could not appear in the said ex.amins.ticn held en 18.12 .93 .. 

It is also .contended by the applicalllt that he was not relievec 

by his Supervisory Officer for the said examination and, thetn 

fore, he lost the Cpportunity for being ccansidered for the 

post of • ASTE.' thou.gh he was eligible. The applicant car.e 

to know of the said examination when the respondents declared 

the result vide letter dated 2 3 e8 .. l994 vide Annexure A/5. 

Feeling aggrievedq the applicant has filed this applicati.oo. 

3. Notices ,.;ere issued to the respondents, and they 

have filed their reply. 

4.. ~Je have heard the learned counsel for the parties, 

and perused the records of the case carefully. 

5 (Jo In the counter,. it has been stated by the respondent 
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• , The Divisional Rai.lway Manager 6 Northern 
R.aih..:ray, Sikaner vide its letter dated 
13 ~9 .. 1993 intimated all the eligible candi­
dates an his division including the applicant 
regarding holding of written test in headquar­
ters offi.ce on 18.12.1993.. The ,avern:ents of 
the applica-nt that he "Yras not informed about 
the date of holding of the written test i~, 
therefore, not sustainable. It is further 
submitted that out of 18 candidates from 
~ikaner Division~ 12 candidates were appeared 
in written test and it was well within the 
kn~~ledge of the applicant that tt~ written 
test is being held on 18.12 ,.93 in headquarters 
office~ Sarcda House at New Delhi~."' 

6 ~ The above statenent of the respondents doe'3 not 

estabilish that the applicant was informed of the ensuing 

examination.. ~·urther, even if it is accepted for argument 

sake that the applican.t knew about the said examination, he 

\'Jas never relieved by his. Superior Officer for the said exa-

minatioo,. Thus., we are of the view that the applicant was 

never informed of the examination to be held on 18.12.1993 

nor he was relieved for the said examinaticn. 

1. A similar case ha:Ql come up before this Tribunal 

in O,..A..., No.75/9l-Ram S,ingh vs Union of India & Ors. decided 

on 07.4.1993 r; wherein tbe applicant hc.td applied for the post 

of Inspector Post Office and he was also alloted Roll number, 
, not 

bUt he wasirelieved to appear in the examinatica for the post 

of IPO. In that case, this Tribunal had all~~ the applica­

tion with a direction to the respondents to allow the appli-

cant to appear in the Supplem:mtary E.xamination, and in case 

the applicant qUalifies in the exaw~ation, his name should 

be included in the panel at the approp:r iate place. 

8. In the light of above discussion, we are of the 

v ie't.g that the applicant shotil.ld re all~~d to sit in the exa.-

qualifie$.,his name should be inte·rpolated 
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- 4 - O.A. No. 129/1995 

in the panel dated 23~8.1994e 

9. The Original Applicaticn is accordingly allowed 

with a directioo to the respondents to conduct a supplementarJ{ 

examination for the applicant and if he qualifies, his name 

should be interpolated in the panel dated 2 3 .,~:.1994 with all 

consequential benefits within a periOd of 03 months from the 

date of receipt of a ccpy of this order. No ccsts. 

~ ~~\i \ ·''fi,n11 (\ . 

( A.K.. MJSRA ) 
JUdl. Member 



\ -·- . 

' -~· ,. 

'• ·, 

... ~, . 

. _: - ' 

-t-. ·> "· -

:---

'i·· 
. ' 

. ,' 

I 

~' 


