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IN THE . CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL,. JAIPUR 
- ' 

BENCH, JAIPUR 

•, 

DATE OF ORDBR: 

OA 469/96' -

-
Vi jay· Singh Kasana 'son ·af Shri Ghasi Ram Ji r.esident of House No. 

1151, Gokul, Sakari Gali,· Kishanpole Bazar, Jaipur. Presently 

working· as Sr. Booking Clerk, Offi9e of Station Superintendent.,· 

Western Railway, Jaipur. / 

••• _.Applicant. 

VERSUS. 

1. Uhion of India through' General Manager, Western Railway, 
i 

Churchgate, Mumbai. 

2. The Divisior.\_al Rail~ay Manager, Western Railway, Jaipur. 

3. · Shri Ariil Kumar Shukla,. Enquiry Cum Reservation Cler~, DRM 

Offce, Western Railway, Jaipur. 
I. 

4. Shri Hi tesh Tanwani, Cum Reservation Clerk,. DRM 

Office, West.ern Railway, Jaipur. 

, ' '-/ 

Respondents. 

Mr. P.P. Mathur, Proxy cc;:rimsel for' 

Mr'. R.N. Matl;mr, Counsel 'for ·the applicant. 

Mr. S.S. Hassan, Counsel for the respondents. 

' 'CORAM 

Hon'ble Mr. S.K •. Agarwal, Member (Judicial) 
,. 

Hon'ble Mr. A.P. Nagrath,_Metnber (Administrative) 
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ORDER 

PER HON'BLE MR. S.K~ AGARWAL, MFMBER (JUDICIAL) 

I 

In this OA filed u/s 19 of the Administrative Tribunal's 

Act, applicant ffiCJ:kes a prayer to· dire~t the respondents to revert 

·the private-respondents and to consider the name of the applicant 

for promotion to the post_ of Enquiry cum Reservation Clerk. 

2. • Reply was filed. In the reply, · it is made clear that 

applicant failed, in interview and so he was not selected . 

. 3 ~ The ·learne'd counsel for the respondent during the course of 

arguments urged that this case.can be disposed-of on""the basis of 

order passed in OA No .. 470/96, Ram Lal Meena ,Vs. Uniqn of India & 
,-

' Others decided on 14.9.2001. , 
/~ ' . 

I ' 

4. We have heard the learned counsel for the applicant and 

also perused the ·relevant -decision given in OA No. 470/96', Ram 
I 

Lal Meena-Vs. Union of tndia & Others • 
I 

,· 

5. Ac;1mitte5'J.ly, the applicant in OA _No. '470/96 was left out 
' 

because he failed to qualify in the interview. No.malafides have 

been imputed in the p;rocess of selection ?-9'Cl.inst anybody. The 
' , 

case of the applicant of this OA is- also sq~arely covered-by the 

'decision gi'Ye~ in 9A No. 470/96 and in this decision given ih- _OA 

No. 470/96, Ram Lal Meena Vs. Union of India & Othe:r:s, we: are. of 

the considered . opinion that applicant has no case for 

'inte~f11~1bl~ by· this Tribun~l and this OA is devoid of'any merit 

ancr'-:is: ~;-'to be .dismis9ed •. 

6. We, therefpre, dismiss this OA_having no merit. No order as 

to costs. 

~fl~ 
(A.P. NAGRATH) 

MEMBER (A). 

AH.Q 

~· 
.. ( S ~-:-AG°"'ARWAL) 

MEMBER (J) 


