
. ' 
· IN JE CEJ\1'1RAL ADMINIBTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, JAIPUR BENCH :;·JAIPUR 

/ 

Date of e>rder: 02.07.2001 

OANd.353/1997 
•, 

,.._ Rajendra Kumar Mittal s/o Shri K.C.Gupta, aged around 44 Y:ears, r/o l­

B-18, . .Gcverdhanwadi , Khat i pura . Road, Jhotwara, Jaipur, presently 

posted as Heaa T.T.E., ·Under C.T.I.-II, Western Railway, Jaipur. 
/ 

,, •• Applicant· 

/· versus 

1. Union . of· India . through .. the General Manager, Western. 

Railway, Churchgate, Murobai. 

. 2. Divisional Railway ·Manager, Western Railway, Jaipur • 
\.;.. 

• • Respondents · · 

Mr. P~P.Mathur, proxy counsel.· to Mr. R .N.Mathur, ·counsel for the 
\ 

applicant· 

Mr~ U.D.Sharroa·, ·counsel for the. respondents 

CORAM: 

Hon'ble Mr. S.K.Agarwal, Judicial Member 

Hon'ble Mr'. A.P.Nagrath, Admfrii$trative.Merober 

ORDER 

Per Hon 1 ble Mr .• S.K.J.\ganml, Judicial Member 

' 
In this Original ·Application filed under Section 19 ·of -

the Adrriinistrative Tril:;>unals: ·Act, the applicant roakes a prayer to 
' - - . ~ . 

. direct the respondents not to revert . the applicant· froro the post of 

Head T.T.E. and to that extent order dated 31. 7 .1997 -rosy be set-aside 

ao.cf quashed. Further di;ections are also sought to treat the applicai:it 

·, as sul;:>stantive appointee on the post of Head T.T.E. in pursuance· of 

.th~ order dated l? .7 .1995. 

2. I ~eply · wae · filed. In the reply · it is stated 'that 
. I . 

. applifant was initially ~ppointed on the post of Ticket Collector on 

r;y_, 2il~'bs1.and thereafter he was prOll'oted en regular bosis as In'"<"harge 

?~ 
\ 

. J 



2 . 

T.C. on 23.4.1997. Therefore, the ~pplicapt was prorooted on the post 
! 

of Head T.T.E.i vide order dated 17.7.1995 on'ad-hoc basis due to the 

reason that case of Shd J.C.Malik was pending before Hon'ble -the 

Supreme Court and direction1:1 had been given by Hon'ble the Supreme 

Court to-.give prorooti6n en purely a(l-hoc and provisional basis, which 

shall be subject to the decision of Hen 'ble the Supreme Court in the 

case of J .C.Mal.ik. It is stated that -process for preparation of panel 

was initiatE?d vide notification dated 23.11.1990 and the applicant 1fad 

~onveyed his refusal to appear in the said selection process -and he 

wae absent· on 16.2.1991, on the date when written test was held~ It is 

~t.ated. that in respect of the selection process initiated vide 

not:ification. dated 13.7.1992, a panel. was nctified vide order dated 

25.4.1994 -wherein the name of the applicant did not appear, which 
' 

shows that applfrant did not qualify in the said -selection procees. 

- -
However, as the vacancies becaroe available in the grade of Head 

T.T.E., the applicant was given prowotion on ad-hoc/provisicna~ basis 

vide order dated 17. 7 .1995. It ie also stated jn the reply that 
I . 

subsequently a n:ot'ification for filling up the vacancies jn the·grade 

of Head T.T.E. was issued vide order dated 14/16.10.1995. The 

applicant appeared in the. written tei:t on 23.12.1995 but fa.iled to 

--gualHy in the written test, as i:u~h _his naIDe was not included in the 

. list of candidates called for interview. The said list was issued on 

19.3.1996. It 'is also stated _that a panel was subsequently issued vide 

order dated 9.1.1997 wherein the name of the applicant wa.s not 
. 

rnentfoned a.s he hae foiled to qualify in the written test. It is aleo 

stated that eince the applicant · failed to qualify in the said 

examination and his nawe was not in the panel, therefore, he was 

reverted to his earlier post of T.T.E. vide order dated 31.7.1997. It 
. I . . . 

is further stated that as the promotion of the applicant vide1 order 

dated 17. 7j1995 wa_s purely en . ad-hoc ari.p. _ provisional basis and 
I 

failed to qualify the written t·est and his name wa.s not 
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included ]n tt~e panel notified viae order· dated. 9.l.1997, therefore, 

applicant was xevertea to his _original post of T.T.E. vide-order dafed 

31.7.1997. Therefore, in view of the reply filed before us, we do not 

find any infirmity/illegality in the said order. 

'3. Therefore, thie __ oA fails having no merits and liable to 

be djsroissed. 

4. We, therefore, dismiss this OA having nc werits wjth no 

order as to costs. 

--
. (A.P.bi!) 

Adm. Member 
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·' 9,~~ 
~K.A~ 

Judl. Meinber 
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