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For the Applicants : None

- : For the Respondents : Shri D.S.

43787'"an(i ^^/SV.
v - ^ .. E ShFi Su^ir, ^C^unsel in

OA No. 46/87"' '; '
/ v:.;.m=ri R>.rI^.xjDba^an^.^^Gounsel
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.'v

fv

'•:X05 o-f '

1. whetfer Repbrter of l̂-Scalt paperS:,vmay^.
c/s;> : f: ,:to see, ±he,Ju^igement?

: • I J:> • CviV; -iiVi v • .
--.'O^i/.rX'v^.ji'V

2^.:;iTo^b? re^9|;red^^ to the Reporter or not?

^ -:X;;^:-s^-n;oqci5 .DcnJ--
r rr, ,- Judgement (Oral)

(deiiverd^^^lD^ fibn'̂ le^^MrP^ustice;jV.,S, Chairman)
-A ;• ' H

' V ' " lione'''^^iy5^s -^ foF- tlm" applieant^ . cases.
As "l^ele" ^re" ^ry oM^^mAtjter&;;^e-consiiae^. ,it to

• dispose'of ^^^sy^%as^s'"^fi/?^merits.i As_.fit^ej^;^^ise^^identical

"issuS" =^i3ifadt-yi th^y^.capg; b^4ng .jU^osed of
through this common judgement. SaSii.I or

i iM ,: i a. -i,The.; applicants in these cases were originally appointed
." -J j;i.:pBgtCPi;B a^soq odT :? : ^

f;.;,, ' ;-; V,,..- ^aa peons/p9.rcel porters ,/^and after some time they were
•••" io Tira^- . ej. ,,,. ., •

working'•x.i:.;q}i .rj;iappqint.ed .^as ,Coac^ _Attendants. When ^ei%
o-r >as^c^Coach . Attendants they were asked ' to '"app^a:

• il3.c;o'vrfj sr--:, c r̂{
h.v; fi : suitabdliiy test for regular seieclion' to the cadre of

" 'Trj-y.abaB.rik <:i:-AoO ••'r' r':r;'v ^
=;c rW - oGoach- Attendant. It is in this back' "grouhH that the

:
/r.-: r i ^ aoplicattts, approached the Tribunal, taking the stand

•"" 0- •
,r>.5 i ?r; 7 t^^t -thfjjT.j; h_aving , âlready been selected ^nd appointed

• •:f;>f).r£,.;;^ ,
;:oflat^icroo.'i®'fteyfw^dic^^l^ e;^amination as Coach Attendants, the question

-'• ^•••'••''-- .^OSiOJ ::;,a b'3 "• iV i:OQ'•::/; ve-- V'offj ,v.,, ,,j
^4! 4.v»4.» ^^«•3nrT onVin00+<aH +<"> fiir+!b«ar' selectidil does not

r for ^

of their being subjected to further' selectidH does not

arise. Hence they sought relief against 1;lieir being

the basis thatc— ; subjected^,,to another suitability test on
Jo/y ,.

->;oi:;?:.c 7.: t ,t^ey5.,;ip,^jqt be, regarded as having been regularly selected
"'• j<:?evv rsL;:r

, vx.s ; ta. o/sand as Coach Attendants.
^ ,;-q 5,c;.cc
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' sV • fn'rthtf respoBdents the stand
' " "iSiW" S'i: no doubt true that the applicants

• 'Sire''Wppoittt^^ Attendants after subjeoting them
to some sort of selection. But It Is contended that
tli¥'''̂ W%<!tioir»waB? held- onlY, b? ,t,^e,. Suf^ri;n^endent for
giving local, promotions._
for considerihg "medical' mnes^ .

adhoc appointments. » their case that the posts

K a division-wise basis by the Divisional Authorities.
' Thg"'iell(itidii-Process has to^be ,c<^5p]^ed ^b^ a committee

-' ''-(institm^-isr sthajtgwrpos^ : spelt
'''"^•*6ut'®W=^W.e='Rai»iy?«BoardU .produced in the
" ' ^'''^=c^s3=is'=Aan6xUf6g^ iWfc^aalied

19.1.1963.. .la-ajsesiout noair^oo ar-'L; dgi:o'vrl';

4 II the posts ai;i ,required to lil'led •up on a divi-
• •' ;ion-wis;:^ir'ara'riiuir^'V l4imi&n-by a= Committee
• : ;:;ecordan::'lith-l^res^H» appli-

: ;lflts have^g::;^ thrU'̂ ^c^ M»abn ^pr&ces^. and then
a;pointed:^^"^ach =1tlendai?l wbiW Ŵ^.stified

'.in taklng'̂ the stanij that 'they ari-'nbt retired to be
: "'subjected to' ^selecti '̂t^^^^^Sr ag«h-^^ question

f;:' e.a^:Son ts%hytl^F^hi-yp^ii6.ifts 16a. the test
::^ tfo:e^';h:y^a^inierir&£Mr Atttnfentril^accordance

.i:'J:(if 7 "l :J ^ Z' , &!? j"0 ?-•"; 'C.'̂

with Annexures R-1 and R-2.y;''.;.'ud ' :n;gr;o?h r^-rrt 'D'i-^aF? •

^^ '^''^The .p^licants '̂̂ -^o^m^^an^^^iei^al to show
" •thar«.ey'went' throlagbe^^ess-^l division-
• ,ise basis as per^I^S-urei'̂ i
.,.,'.,.V/ -

contd...4.
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the material produced by them supports the case of the
respondents that the process of selection to which the

applicants were subjected to was by a lower authority
' and' fc^ tti6 pUr^d^i" of''rt^infe' adhpc

" ' arriii^i^^ts ''a i^m^o^^^ ^^^^« "appicants
' " themselves"ii^Ve produc^^' the ofiib^ they

'"given'̂ 'appdint^Wnt^-''̂ ^-^^

saii "that Ihey" are i)f6ihMed' pxiteir"ti^m^or^iaiy ^-'against
such vacancies in local' arrangement ^

' "4em' iS?"^y '''clalm'''ln '̂̂ t^^^^ ^iilofitfr' The notice
requiring the applicants to ippelr^lor^Ledi^^"'^^

made was , .
also says that the selection/, purely on temporary basis,

W selected staff shall have rib'

in the capacity iCoach Attendants. We, therefore, have

no hesitation in accepting the stand of the responden^W

that the selection of the applicants was only by the

lower authority of Station Superintendent. The test that

was taken by the applicants was also not of the standard

prescribed by Annexures R-1 and R-2. It was also not

held by the authority specified in the said Annexures.

That is the reason why the applicants were .given an

opportunity to appear for the regular test on division^-,

wise basis. The list of persons selected for such test

includes the names of the applicants in the remarks column

against them it is stated that they are locally officiating

Coach Attendants. They are so described because their

appointments were purely on local basis by way of adhoc

and temporary arrangement. We, therefore, have no hesi

tation in holding that the applicants temporary appointments

were not made by a regular selection in accordance with

y^ules, governing the selection process. Hence they could

coiltd • • 5 •
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; . not claim., right . to the posts of Coach Attendant without

earning the said , right by/ qualifying themselves in the

-suijl^ability,,;, testr.; offered to take in

ac.oordance with» the relevant rules. We, therefore, see
• .k; •: "'"accordingly

, v no . good, grounds-. to interfere in these cases and /these

1. ,, cases are dismissed. No costs.

, . Let .a copy of this, judgement be placed in all the
JOu ; , V • .'•1 iv i.' J ;/ -O B-'i.'l it.;, '-i'S /ii.

A.

(V.S. Malimath)
e n : >Ghalr*m&n

.^4^oCi9^^2.
skk - ..

f

;a7ia:T

CouffOjfic-er

i. j
.. . ; Tr-.-rc - • Qsq.trjlAdniipi.straiivc Tri>ua.a3
• Oeltr

g^ .....Fa_rJdlcot Ho.y.£.c,.
- -A ••• CopsraicHs" Miirg'- """i i'\: h ac :

j ••• .' '." '!•?'' 3iso^':'-rcr ic tyil

7:'-: sa-" 'to 3^?vT,Kn ad.: Xi. ai

ya t.:a.r.;j-^-i'-/ r.i :'ii .rl • ?; n

'I,: -dj OS ;.5::^ya o-i v^dT . \ JoscO

;::ov:^.6: 'iC- -r'j .r:;Dcl' no

• o:^ ::v3d , r;.r .•-'Vi . V'Ti5-ioq;;:;3T ija.s

:i;-" .orr s. v-a;; u;;0 ?cv 7Mdy n;: ao.^lBC

i. y.y '••:;• ,s. ofc;rn too
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