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For the Applicants : None

For,, the. Respondents : Shri D. S.
w COJOnSel ijl.OA Nos.38/87,-
' 43/8^'and ^4/ST.

' ' - ^ -i" - ^ ' - ; Shri I,C., Sudhir, Counsel in
OA 1^0.46/87 ' V ; . •

.V ^ t,• ^v';-,- :Shri B-.L.-Dhawan, Counsel-in
OA 155/87" • ^

T. Wh^^r ilepbirter^- ot- lsocalipap^^~majr. ]bp. a^
. t9 see the Judgement?

-/ ot\{o^x •• Z r• i ••' ;;• r:2^ To.^e referred tp the Reporter or "not?

"J'.jU

Judgement (Orai)
"((l^nvdi^ea-^ Ifontgle:iMr^)-auSliic§dV.^S^ ljIa;U;m^1^, Chairman)

^"for ^ tbe;i ^ppl^c^n1;s: 4;^ .^thes^^^ cases.
•- •q=: A^ry ol:#oimat;ter,%nwe ^

' dfs^^''bf ^he '̂'ca^S'̂ KxaSmei^it^Sw '̂As,,^,1^ey, ^a^is^ i^
b5.t;sb m io:fl 3;fac!t,- th^;,.|^e , b^^g ,Jisj)osed of

through this common judgement.

_ . a The Applicants in these cases were originally appointed•••---'XO .f? ..0 :K,- D'-tirr 3': £>91 i;/o ,^; k-'t ' ^.-i-i-

se-jxnnocfs, peonsyf^arcel porters .^nd after some trme they were
f,. ...^pointed as Coach Attendants. Wfien"' tlf&^ wefe working.ic,u.c ':i,r:r x± or}R v-S ae'xi!ireac\A ^ „
... - as Coach Attendants they were asked to" appear for ^-3 ^.r;b..o-iq afysso^i.'i-::i .:iou3 >:i3t;-7d7 -aog

hA,••> suitability test for regular selection to. tW- cadre
. ._C0fc!! Attendant. "It" is in' this bick-"gfofinff'that the

^plicanj;s, approached the Tribunal; 'the stand
""' ••'=•••'•'•• r •[iTi'-o ,"ioi t")-; • i-.-'- ' . j. j

tae - -Kr .|!^ey ..haying already been ^selected' "^nd appointed
,M^cr:o.-..;^<jer.,^eJloai;examlnation'̂ question

of their being subjected to furtlier" selection does not
arise. Hence they sought relief agaihstiheir being

/subjected to, another suitability test on the basis that
• ""•• -->-'••3-': vOii h;v>i. c; -sod av.sii, aT^riJoiicas 4' i j

they must be regarded as having been regularly selected^np edt ftXJWOT.cij ^
' 'Su J HiJijOTiiJ S L

...WARS' _
• ' 'contd...3
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- file'' "'y the ' respondents' thtf ' stand
it-is no doubt true that the applicants

were appointed' as Coaoh Attendants after subjecting them
to some sort of selection. But it is contended that
the "selStfiloh ;held^ :oilyc bj, ,.1*# ,,SuperlR|;p for
giving local. .promotions. The medical test was also held
for considering medical litness for Appointment for making
adhoc appointments. -

' i-ycfiiiyetf tb- >b8-«tl.led -MB!iby.;A regular ^1^^^ on
a division-wise basis by the Divisional Authorities.

' TSe''ieli<rtioi?' pr6&eBS hasf- tQ:<;Se iptgupl^ted^^te a committee
''•'''lgnstltU«8A®"it6r=''thW =lP®POSe:o v-aailSe^o^S^re ,is spelt

' *'&<=•'RaiWa^s'Board.'̂
^mils '̂atf ^Ain^zures^ R^tdated ,m.H,19e2„ aj^^^J-2 dated

19.1.1963. .:va?cj:-ac^;C ,-7

•* .. .

4 If the posts are .Eequired to be Mled up oift a divi-
::: ;i,n:^:'̂ ::s,ras% '̂ e^it^orv .%ommittee
. _in accordance: with Anniiures E-1 and R-2 -aSd' ^
% i i vsrl.T H1 fj;3X3^yj.;;"A iioacH j

/o , caPits_ .have^gone^ t^
. ap,BC.jiSt,ed ,,,4^^ cpach Âttendan^^^^^ thjy w6uld''''b4''®Justified

.„in taking the stand that they are''iot' ^ to be
„t,,,, su^eo1;9d,, to , „ <loestion

.tor the test
,,,, \^^or^;^^y;^;;^polnted-^^

^ jffith.Apne^ure? R-1 and R-2.

' I".,t-:' • ••> i..; • •• ••• -- I -r - ...... ^ - . •. -

V .5..., The applicants have not placed an^: mate^i^l to show
that they went through the selection process QU division-

.s7£x,ab:asJ':l-A a .

' ' ^ise basis as per AnneKUres R-1 and R-S.'-'Oh tttfe <iontrary,
< • • .0'.." :7o r '

^ 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
" • srin c.r jrf;: rr .io/s , ..
the/Superintendent and for the purpose of making adhoc

arrangements on a teiriporary basis. Th'e applicants

themselves have produced the office order by which they

.y.'':'jwere given appointments as Coach Attendants.. The order
o:-.;; .:c;: IrsS'/cos,. .
says that they are promoted purely temporarily against

such vacancies in local arrangement' add will riot entitle
-i.' 00;,;^}.;;: 3::di -coo'

them for any claim in the joint seniority. The notice

requiring the applicants to appear for medical examination
made was

also says that the selection/, purely on temporary basis

i.^ndi jthat the selected staff shall have no seniorit;i.

in the capacity, 2#if: Cpa:ch jAittendants. We, therefore, have

no hesitation in accepting the stand of the responderils
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 v

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/f^ules, governing the selection process. Hence they could ^

contd*•S*
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not claim right to the posts of Coach Attendant without

_ earning the said right by/ qualifying themselves in the

suitability test, which they were offered to take in

, accordance with the relevant rules. We, therefore, see
:c:: accordingly

no , good grounds to interfere in these cases and /these

cases are dismissed. No costs.

Let a copy of this judgement be placed in all the

.case-files, listed above.
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