CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPAL BENCH
/g% NEW DELHI

Daén, MOLULTT9S200%

Tiie Tthe 192th dav of Novembair. 20035

HON’BLE SHRI V. K. MAJOTRA. VYICE-CHAIRMAN (A)

HON’BLE SHRI BHARAT BHUSHAN., MEMBER (J)

Zharma .,

Central Redistre.

Railway., D.R.M. OFfice,

Chelmstord Road,

Megw Dl hi~110001 ., v w Ppplicant

CoBw Shiri S.K . Sawhney, advocats )

T

1. Union of India throuagh
Gervzral Manader. MHorthern Railwaw.
Baroda House, Mew Oslhi.

Sr. Divisional Personnel OFF1
Civisional Railway Manager OF 3 '
Morthern Railway., Chelmsford Road.
MeEw Delhi.

3

. Ms. Meslam Rautela.
OS-TT1. Central Registiw.
Mortharn Ral lwaw .,
D.RLM. OfFfice, Chelmsford Road,
Plesi Dl il

{ By Shri H.K.Ganawani and Shri 2.0 . 0hawan .,

ORDER { R
Hon’ble Shri v.K.Majotra. V.C.(A) =z

apelicant is pressntly working as Head Clerk in the

Central Reglstry of Morthern Railway, DLOR.M. s OFfice.

brea 1 ol

Mleew Delind.  #Applicant appeared in the written te:s
Qi FRLELE00E 0 for seleoction  to the post of Office

Zperintencdent-11 Fe BROO-20007 | The  learned

counsel of the contandead  that while the

relevvant  instiructions reauived that the Hindi wersion of

the  ousstion paper should be zupplied to the candidats

the oadvestion paper  was in BEnalish only and  the Hindgi

|y




Werralon  was not suonliaed. This cauvsaed orajudics to her.

She made a representation lanhexure S~2% on 31.2.2007% to

sult was declarad without

the D.R.M. s Office but the
deciding  her aspplication. Boeplicant has  chal lenogsad

vy respondant Mo.3 M.

Arnexure . A-1 dated 2.5.2003 wi
Healam Rautela was included in the panel to the exclusion

af the avplicant.

Z On the other hand., the learned counsel of the

aob b

respondents  denisd  that | the applicant had}umad@ any
representation  and as such., she rushed to the Tribunal
without exhausting the departmental remedy. The lsarnsd
counsel  also  stated that applicant had appeared in the
wiritten test hald on 29.3.2003 and was  provided the
guasstion paper in both Hindi and Enalish and as such., the
applicant’s arisvance is misconceived.

Z.  We hawve seen Annexurs A-2 dated FL.E5.2003 which
iz claimed to be the representation mads by ths applicant
For non-supoly of the ouestion papsr In Hindi. The stamp

on  Annexure  A-2 1s not clear nor anvons seemns toe have

o

sianaed  on the seal in acknowleddgemsnt of having r
the representation. Thus., the respondents’ contention
that They  had not received any recresentation from  the

applicant carris

by The

4., e hawve 81: 2 bhe records Drodduo

X]

respondents . We fing that the applicant had reproducssd
the questions in Hindi and answered the ausstions also in

Mindi. The records also contain the Hindil wversion of the

csastion  paper. Mad the applicant not been supplisd tThe



could not have reproduce

stions  in Hindgi.

varbatim in Hindi in her answersheet. She has e ol o

the qauestions in Hindi in her answershest and  then

answered  them in Hindi. The applicant™s contention that

st had not been supplied the auestion paper in Hindi has

not been established, therefore.

tablish

K The applicant has not been able to
her case and has mersely put up a frivolous claim. The 8
1%, therefore., dismissed being absolutely devoid of
merit. A cost of Rs.3000/~ [(Rupees three thousand) is
Lmnposed o the applicant for hawving instituted a

frivolous litigation.

f Bharat Bhushan ) f W, K. Maiotra )
Member (1) Vice~Chairman (&

& o I 9 ."
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