
IN 'IHF. CEN'iFAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, JAIPUR BENCH, JAIPUR 

Date of crder:J9.J2.2000 

OA No.70/99 

Pocran Mal ~/c Shr1 Shiv Fam r/o Gram and Post GorawBs, Via Nim-ka-

thana., Distt. Sikar. 

.. • Applicant 

Versus 

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

Churchgate, Mumbai. 

2. The Divisional Failway Manager (Estt.) Divisional Office, 

Near Failway Station, Jaipur 

J;. 3. Foop Singh s/o Fam Babu through Divisional Manager ,. 
4. Amar Singh S/o Budha Fam Western Failway, Jaipur 

5. Fam Kishore s/c Budha Ram 

Respondents 

Mr.Mancj Pareek, counsel fer the applicant 

Mr. S.S.Hasan, ccunsel for respondent No. 1 and 2 

None present for other respondents 

COFAM: 

Hon'ble Mr.A.K.Mishra, JudiciaJ Member 

Hcn'ble Mr. N.P.Nawani, Administrative Member 

Order 

Per Hon'ble Mr. A.K.Mishra, Judicial Member 

Applicant has filed this OA with the prayer that the 

responaents be dfrect to give promotion tc the applicant on the 

pest of Ticket Ccllectcr from the date. persons lower in .merH have 

been so promoted, with all consequential benefits. 

2. Nctices were given to the r~spondents, who have filed thefr 

reply. 

It is stated in the reply that name of persons who have 
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passea the selection test have been placed in the select panel for 

being posted aE Ticket Coll€ctor as per their sehicrity. The 

applicant could not qualify the selection test, hence h]s name was 

not rlacea in the panel. The claim of the applicant that he ]s more 

meritorious than canaiaates e:elected, is wlthout any bas]s ana the 

OA bears no merlts ana aeserves to be dismissed •. 

4. We have heard the learnea counsel fer the parties and have 

gene through the case file. It is alleged by the applicant that he 

was initially appc]ntea as Waterman on 18.3.1974, and thereafter 

~- was promotea to the post cf Gateman on. 1.5.1991, he was fully 

eligible to appear in the selectfon test for the post of Ticket 

Collector in pursuance cf nctification dated 18.3.1998. The 

applkant clearea the written test ana was placed at Sl.Nc.7 in the 

list. Thereafter, interview was organised and service recorc cf the 

employees wcs leaked into. However, the appl]cant was net selected 

because he was declared fail in the viva-voce test. His case j s 

that persons below in the merit list of the written examination 

were selectea but the applicant thcugh more meritorious than others 

was declared fail in the viva-vcce. On these grounds, he claims 

that selection was bad. 

5. We have considered the rival contentions. In our opinion the 

applic2nt is not entitled to be elther empanelled or promoted as 

per his claim, because he coula net qualify and secure mer]t in the 

viva-voce. As per the not]ficaticn, the sele:ction prccese consist.ea 

of twc stages, one of written test and other viva-voce test. The 

applicant was allowed tc appear in the viva-voce test because he 

was declared success~ul in the written test. But that dces net mean 

that he should be treated more meritcrious than others. The list of 

successful written test candidate.s is as per seniority ana not as 

per merit. Letter Ann.A3 aatea 30.9.98 spedfically mentions that 

the canaiaates who have cleared the written test are being named in 
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the liet a.s per their .sE>nioriry. Therefor€', the contenticn cf the 

applicant that he was at Nc.7 of the merit list, ]s wlthout 

foundation~., When ~a select ion process consists of two et ages i.e. 

written and v1va-voce, then the applj cant was expected to secure 

roerit acccrding to the corobined rrarks of both the tests. Since the 

applicant has not been able to eecure position in the merit after 

viva-voce test, his claim that his name should figure in the select 

list is devo]d of any force. 

6. In our opinion, the applicant has no case and the OA does not 

. bear any merit and is, therefore, dismissed. Parties are left to 

bear the]r own costs. 

~~ 
1"\Jl-f'.H"" 

(N.P.NAWANI) (A.K.MISHRA) 

Adm. Member Judl.Member 


