
IN.THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, JAIPUR BENCH, JAIPUR 

O.A.No.492/99 Date of orde~: ) 3{~}~¥')--. 

Ravindra Kumar Sharma, S/o Sh.K.K.Sharma, R/o Amit 

Nagar, Agra, .Head Booking Clerk, Shyamgarh, Western . ' . 

Railway, Kota Division, Kota. 

• •• Applica1t. 

Vs. 

1. Ohion of India through General Manager, W.Rly, 

Churchgate, Mumbai. 

2. Divisio.nal Rail'way Manager, . w .Rly, Kot a 
. . . \ Div1s1on, 

Kota. 
I. 

• •• Respondents. 

Mr.Shiv Kumar Counsel for ~pplicant 

Mr.T.P.Sharma Counsel for re~pond~nts~ 

CORAM: 

Hon 1 ble Mr.S.K.Agarwal, Judicial Member. 
I , 

Hon 1 ble Mr.H.O.Gupta, Administrative Member. 
, . . 

PER HON IBLE MR s .K .AGARWAL I JUDICIAL ME.MB ER. 

In this O.A filed under S~c.19 of the ATs Ac~, 1985 

the applicant .makes a prayer . to quash and ·set aside the 

order dated 24.8.99 and to direct the respondents to issue a 

ftesh eligibility list, as per rules,· or in the alternative 

to modify the impµgned order by including tne name of the 

.applicant.in tne impugned order dated 24.8.99 at Sl.No.14. 

2. The applicant was initially appoint~d as Assistant 

' 
Co~mercial Clerk in th~ pay scale 260~400 vid~ order dated 

5.4.77 and he was promoted in the pay scale 1400-2300 vide 

the order dated 2.1.92. It is ·stated that a notificati6n for 

preparing panel for 5 posts bf Chief Ticket/Goods Clerk, pay 

scale Rs.5500-9000 was issued on ?4.8.99 out of which 4 

posts were from general category and one from reserved 
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category and as per the P:C:OV isions c_,ontained in para, 215 ( E) 

of IREM, lx3 pe~sons are to. be called for written test. Thus 
I 

as- per rules, 12 · per.sbns are required t.o call from the 
I • " • • 

general .category and 3. persons from reser:ved category,· in 

the ratio of l.x.3. The ma-in grievance· o~ ·the applicani: in tlie 
:1 

I \ 
I ' ;instant casa has ·been that the. respondents have cal led 9 
i -

':persons from· general· category and- 6; persons from res'erved 

category, therefore, the impugned. eligibility list i-s 

iilegai, ·arbi~r~ry. and against the rules~ 
/.· 

· 1 . 
3. Reply· was - filed, stating - that . the action of the 

\' respondents' department is perfectly legal and valid .and 

does not call for any -inte.r ference •· 

·-4. Heard the learned counsel for the par~ ies and also 

perus•d the whole record~ \ 

5. On a perusal of·record/averment_~ ·of the pa'rtie_s1 it 

appea-rs ·that for preparing the panel, 12 candidat~s /were 

called for sel.ection . (written test) for general category 

lpo~t, from the list ~nd out of these candidates, candidates 
' -

at Sl .• Nos.6,11&12 are persons ·from rese,rved community, as 

1 per their· basic, grade seniority against general posts which I . . 
I is permissible in - law . and . is ~erfe.ctly legal and valid. 

Admitiedly, the applicant's name. is at Sl.No.16 in the 

senio·rity list dated 25.11.97,· therefore, in no way the 

applicant comes within the zone :of consideration~ as per the 

provisi6ns contained in para 215(E) of IR~M and the 

· applicant wa.s rightl-y ·not called for written test against 

the sel~ction of 4 g~n•ral category po~t.for preparing the 

~anel. Thus, the applicant has no case for interfe~ence by 
' -

this Tribunal and ·this O.A devoid of any merits, is liable 
. i 

to be dismissed. 
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6. We, the.refore, dismiss this O.A hav.ing no merits 

with no order as to costs. 

~- ~. ~cs.K.~ (H.O.Gupta) 

Member .<A) • Member ( J). 
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