
IN THE CENTRAL ,ADMINISTRAT1VE TRIBUNAL 
PATNA BENCH, PATNA. 

O.A. No. 322 of 1996 

Dteofdecision: i/J904. 

J.P. Sinha , S/elate Bisheswar Pr.asad Singh 

N.K. Chaudhary, S/o Shri riotilal ChaufJhary 

Udit Narayan Singh, 3/0 late Chhathrolal Singh 

Suresh Kumar Srivastava, S/a late 11ohanlal Srivastav 

S.M. Akhtar, S/s late 11d. Umr 

A.P. Singh, S/c late R.P. Singh. 

All the applicants are working as CTTI , N.E. 

Railway, Barauni, 
•••• 	____ 

By Advocate : Shri M.P. Dixit. 

Vs. 

1, Union of India through the General Manager, N.E. 
Railway, Gorakhpur.. 

The Divisional Railway Manager, N.E. Rly. Sonepur. 
The Divisional Railway Manaêr (P), N.E. Railway, 
!hpur.  

4.The.DRM,(Commercial) , N.E. Railway, Sonepur. 

Si T.N. Singh, DTTI, N.E. Railway, Muzaf'?arpur. 

Shri Narayan Singh, DTTI, N.E. Railway, Barauni. 

Shri Shailendra Kumar, DTTI, N.E. Railway, 
,Muzaf?arpur. 

-Shri Dashrath Mahali, DTTI, N.E. Railway, Barauni. 

Shri K.M. Srivastava, DTTI, N.E. Railway, Barauni. 

1O.Shri K.K. Agarwal, 0Th, N.E.. Railway, Barauni. 

All the private respondents i.e. Sr.. 5 to 10 
are uorkjn9 uner Divisional Railway Manager 
(Commercial), N.E. Railway, Sonepur. 

By Advocates : Shri P.K. Verma for official 
r e $ p on dent s 

Shri R.C.  Si nha for pvt .respon dents 

Hn'ále Smt. Shyama Dogra, P1emer (J) 

Hcn'ble Shri Mantreshuar Jha, Member (A) 
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BantteshwarJha,jui The ap ph c ants had file I 

this Uriinal Application bf'oro this court for various 

reliefs as enumerated in para8 of the OR. The Division 

Bench of this Court had heard both the parties at 

l.nth and passed order dated 1.2 .2001 whereby this OR 

had been rejected. Thereafter, the applicant pr.f'.rred 

CLIJC No. 5835 of 2001 before the Honble Patna High 

Court. The Hon'ble High Court vile its order dated 

26.8.2002 quashed the order of this Tribunal dated 

1.2 .2001 with observations that the relevant records 

summoned by the Tribunal earlier , which has since been 

located , as per submissions made by the learned counsel 

for the respondents, should be re—examined by the 

Tribunal and then pass appropriate order in the matter. 

We have heard the learned counsel for the 

parties and carefully examined the relevant records 

furnished by the respondents with regard to promotion 

of applicants vis—a—vis private respondents. These 

records were scrutinised in the court , and the details 

thereof were conveyed to the learned counsel for the 

applicants. 

It will Is worthwhile to recapitulate the 

subject matter of 	dispute at this stage. The matter 

relates to promotion to the grade of Chief Tickets 
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Travelling Inspectors. ( CTTI in shert), for which 

55 candidates including the applicants and respondents 

No, 5 to 10v were called to appear in the written test 

scheduled to be held in between 30.3.1996 to 15 .4.1996. 

Out of 55 candidates , only 20 candidates as at 

Annexure A—i were declared successful in the written 

test for being called to participate in the oral test. 

It is stated that the result of the written a test 

was published on'20.6,1996 and only after two werki-ng 

days, oral test was 'held with malafide intti.n t• 

favour the private respondents who were juniers. It 

has also been submitted by the applicants that there 

were 20 vacancies and only 20 candidates were declared 

successful in the written test which clearly indicated 

that these 20 candidates were handpicked for 

promotion. The learned counsel for the applicant has, 

therefore, prayed for scrutiny of the answer books and 

ether relevant racerds of the applicants by the court 

for examining the claims of the applicants for 

promotion. 

The applicants have also contended that the 

selection procedures is vitiated as three times of the 

number of vacancies advertised have net been considered 

in the seleotisfl process for promotion. 

The learned counsel for the respondents has 

mitted that since there were 20 vacant posts 



-4— 

availaile for promotion , out of which two posts were 

reserved for S.5. categery , and the rest were Per 

general categsry, and there was only one eligible majoidlAxt 

candidate from S.T. category. 55 candidates were called , 

54 from general categ.ry and one from S.T. cat.g.ry. 

The learned csunsel for the respendents also referred to 

paras 215, 216, 217, 218 and 219 .f the Indian Railway 

EstOlishment ianual Vol. I to emphasise the paint that 

only the candidates securing 60 % marks in the written 

tests are eligible to U called for oral test. 

6. 	- 	The main question to U determined as per 

direction of the Hen'1e High Court is whether the 

records of the written test reveals any irregularities 

on the pt of the respondents in respect of the claims 

of the applicants. Para 219 of the IREM prsvides for 

selectien prscedu?e8 to So adopted for prometian. Para 

(g) provides as f.11ews; " Selection sheuld U made 

primarily on the basis'sf overall merit, but for .the 

guideance of selection leard, factors to S. taken into 

account and the 'relative weight rnare laid dewn Selsw— 

Professien aSility 	 50 

Personality,address, 	20 
leadership and academic 
qualificati an 

A record of service 	15 

Seniurity 	 15 

The item 'record of Service' should also take into 

consideratien the performances of the employee in 

I essential Training Scheels/Institutes apart from 
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the examining CRs and ether relevant recards. The 

uidel.ines futther previde that the candidates must 

oltain a minimum of 30 marks in professisnal aSility 

and 60 % marks of the agreate for Sung placed on the 

panel. It is also previded that if Seth written and 

sral tests are held for adjudging the prefessisnal 

aSility, the written test shsuld not be of less than 

35 marks and the candidates must secure 60 % marks in 

written test for the purp.se  of being called in viva-

voce test. This procedure is also applicable for filling 

up of general pests provided that 60 % of the tetal 

of the marks prescrilsi for written examinatIon and for 

senierity will also S. the lasis for calling candidates 

for viva-vece test instead of 60 % of the marks for the 

written examinatien. 

7. 	 The records of the selectisfl test have been 

examined by us in the osurt in the presence of the 

learned ceunsel appearing for the applicant. The 

applicant No. 1, Shri J.P. Sinha has secured only 

11.5 marks in the written examination and 14.2 in 

seni.rity. He has, thus, secured .nly 25.7 marks, and 

therefore, he has not qualified in the written test. 

The applicant no. 2, Shri N.K. Chaudhary has alse 

secured 12 marks in the written test and 13.4 in 

seniority and has not qualified. The 3rd applicant, 

Shri Ulit NarayaflSiflgh has also secured only total of 

\29.2 in the written test and) has v, therefore, 
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f4led. The ether applicants have also strFRffi.i-l-y failed 

in the written test as they have secured less than 

30 marks in the written test , altheuh in order to 

qualify they were required to secure at least 35 marks 

i... 60 per cent out of 60 marks. All the candidates 

have been given due weihtae in seniority 1 w.ikation 
61 

and their seniority has net been inored at all. 

B. 	 We have examined the averments and claims 

made by both the parties at lençth and after careful 

scrutiny of the record of the selection test, we I. 

not find that there has been any deliberate injustice 

meted out to the applicants by the respondents in the 

entire selection process. The respondents were 

required to conduct the selection test as per relevant 

previsions as contained in lRE1, which has been ref'err 

to by this court in its judemeflt earlier and also 

referred to above. The 16 important thins to be 

determined in this case was with reference to the 

relevant record .f the selection process. On careful 

scrutiny of the marks obtained by the applicants 

vis—avis private respondents who have been selected 

for promotion reveals no trace of irreularitie5 in the 

process. 

9. 	 We are, therefore, satisfied that the 

respondents have conductee the selection process as 

per provisions laid down in the IREI1, and we find that 
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there has been no irregularity in the process. We are, 

therefore, not inclined to interfere with the 

selecticn process , as the apprehension expresse. 

Ly the applicants has net Peon substantiated with 

reference to the receris of the selection process. 

That Peing the position, the instant CA, being devoid 

of merit, stands dismissed with no cràer as to casts. 

/CES/ 
	(NTREa 'l ) 	 (sH Y hiAWO A 0 OVA1\J 


