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CENTRAL ADMINISTAATIVE TRIByy,
JHBALPUR .BDNCH JaBALPUR

A No, 589 of 1998
. : th
Jaba.]_.pqr,; this the pg July'2003

Hon'p e Mr, D.C.Ve.rma, Vic ha:.mc.n (J)
Hon ! ble Mr, A.K.Bhatt. uenber (a)

aged about 51 years, Occup A.C‘.T.I
c m‘.{ . A“"lla.i Wa.rd NO 6 ‘.O ;U‘ﬂla'
D:LStrlct Betul (Mop) *eeessese  Applic.nt

Versys

le Uniep of IndJ.a
Througn the General Mana ger
Central Railway, Mumbaiq;
Chnatr.lpatz. Shivaji Terminaj
Centra; R;y, Munhaj (tﬂiaharastra ),‘

2. Dz.vlsa.onal Ry, Hangger,
Central Rl_{ Nagpar (M.S)

3, ar, Div181onal Commerclal Manager r
Centra.?. R.].y. Na gpgr (M.S)

4, sr, DJ.vJ.sJ.onal Personnel Of:.:l.cer
Cmtrul Rly, Nagour (Me3) *t**ee  Respongents
( Advocate F Mr, H.S.Ruprat )

ORDER(OI%)



24 The brief fact of the case is that the respondents
vide notification dated 22-4-96 announced f£or the written
test to the post of C.T.I, The list of eligible candida=
tes was also published, The appliccnt's nsme is at Sc.
No.28. The applicant appeared in the written test and
cleared the same, as per the result declared vide
Annexutee A=5y Subsequently, the applicant appeared in
the vive-voce test held on 20-8=96. The applicant could
not secure the required merks in the viveeyoce test,
Consequently, his name was not in the £inal panel
declared on 27=12-96 ( Annexure A=-I ). Hence, the

applicent has come to the Tribunal,

3¢ The grievence of the applicant is that viveevoce
test was not made in accordance with the rules as the
applicant was not given chance to express his ability.
Challenge is also on the ground that in vive=vote test,
merks were not alloted by the individual officer of the
committee and maxrks for services records were also not

taken into consideration,

4, The respondent have contested the ground taken in the
OA and submitted that the selection was made after
following due procedure, The applicant failed to secure
qualifying morks in the viveevoce i.e, professional

ability so the applicant could not be in the panel.

5., DNone has appeared faor the applicant and as the case

is of 1998, we have heard the case on merit under Section

15(1) CAT (Procedure) Rules, We have perused the recital
q :

~



\.
made in the OA ang documents annexed théz:eto and have

also . heard the learneg Counsel far the L'espondents,

6. From the p.]..eading,_ it is clea.r that the pPost of
CuTel is a Selection post, The method of Selection
Consist of a written test ang professiona; ability far
which 15% of marks are allotted_. The @plicant could

not secure the @Qalifying marks in the professional

merit_. However, as per RrRilway Boarg Comminication
(Annexure R-1), dateg 1-5-92, it has peen Provided that
there Will be a singq.e evalution Sheet, to be Signed by
all members of the Sedection Board, Consequently,l the
applicants claim that individual membel was required
to gliot the mArks, has no basis,

candidates, It shavs that MArks on Seniority was alse
gven to the candidates, The applicant Was also alloteq
mArks on the basis of his Seniaority,

8¢ It is also noted that the Selection was notified op
27~12.96€; the applicant fileg this OA in AugaSt;'iQB i,e,
after more thap one ang half ¥edr', Thus, the 0a is also
barred py J.imitation, |

Je¢  The post of ¢TI is being Selection POSt,; the applicant
Cén have no grievance if his junieor have been Selecteq ang

Bromoteqg,

1o, In view of the discussion mage 8bove, OA has pno
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