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In the Central Administrative Tribunal

Principal Bench: New Delhi
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Avtar Singh '

Union of India & Others
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Karam Chand•

Union of India & Others

3. OA 44/87

Nissar Ahmed'

Union of India & Others
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Duni Chand'

Union of India & Others

5. OA 96/87

Kanayalal & Others^

Union of India & Others
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Karam Chand & Others '

Union of India & Others
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Kewal Krishan*

Union of India & Others
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For the Applicants : None

" -•• • ••• J.-' -'- i.

.a.xtz.oa.oA X.s.o.c.. ..cu ..xit ' 3x..c ' .3i.-.oxa 1v.:o
eaj^,£iMOD /> Miei ^i^tc^an|s ,.in^^ cases,
j-sqo o^a^s,.pa;t^er%^^e .ponsj^i^ ,it to

«tfi^^#£ca§6Sion?Imefi$Si^HA%^he5^^r^is|̂ ^identical
osrsb -"i^syMs c '̂̂ iaW^-ifid ^56fBi:fact.;i

through this common judgement. ccei.i.Qr

ELJ^-.Jpihawan, Counsel in
. '"" '̂OA 15578'?

nsmie-aco a.c j-i Ira.?-: . no.i;ros v-- ' •
" ' *-• - '' ^'i..\Jd vy / '

•loi ofilocaaiP^pe^^maj^^A. anpwed

Glari M the,Judgement?

-nx:ii3ar 2,x>^ato ^he Reporter or not?•. 0.0,1 I S...Uc.?;;co '^o-

3w30q ouj .tsrlj' ?'gon . !. --i ?. ... - "
-'- ^ I-

Judgement (Oral)
?dlfivij4sS|,y Hto„«,-i,ie-i.Mri>aJlIStl09dV.;^ MaJ-jm^th, Chprman)

c a« The.applicants in these cases were originally appointed;ft q.a ed ot 03'::x;.ro^etc^3 .i.;aca enf r. ' .
9stJ-2fnfficoa§s .pjsop^/parcel porters/and after 'some time 'they were
-frcfc- «,rappQinted..as CoaW'"^Attehdants."''̂ .'ifiien working
asrf.r hrf« as.^,Coach „ Attendants they were asked to^ a'pp'^r for

'' •• • a9i»-0;i.ri:i 'yZo:& avu-r p tas^ . *
b9xix:i3i:a- su^ab^3.Ait^ .1®?^ for regular selection to -thfe- cadre of

hoCoach., Attendant. It is in this back ' grio1fn^^ that the- .oi? ei,s ^eri- nasta - '• - •

noxtaawp Tribunal, "diking -^he stand
-i ^,f+ tbat ,tAey -having already been seiecidd ^" and ' appointed

•"•••• '3„i..s^xj.qq£ od:i- st --j ^r t^r.^ .. .,.
30frBbTo.',De aifite^t,?in^Wii Attend'anfs, ' the question- doAoO 8.B OQjnioaqa

of their being subjected to further Selection does not
1—H y'9u K•••" O/T i ri'-r r-'u . i_ • •

arise. Hence they sought relief againfet - "tlieir being

> - T -subjected to another suitability test on the basis that
"•• • V.3B ssoBlq .:oa y^v.>vr; ' rc^^'soi ?c-

...vo. ;> v - they must be regarded as having beVn 1:€ffeulaTiy selected
,..3Joio,y fne^ vert;j -t c.r{*-

v'i Q ., -/. a^d app9^%ted as Coach Attendants.^
• '5aiv ;;....a as^xuxscrnA ./£9q ii,

• I _ '
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'•'' W' 'iifeplyi-filed by the ' res'pbn®its''̂ -^tli '̂'stand
'tSkiB' Ifi"*? °° true that the applicants

''"^were'''appWn^^Ii^^ Attendants after subjecting them
to some sort of selection. But It is contended that
tie ' sVlec^iotf-'wiS'vhSias-.o^

?CT n f-'vr2nh+ _ 1 T j

giving local ,,promotions. The medliar-te-Sf Ws also held
• .r Oil • "I Ol Ci "l H S'•-•• •-? -r' ^ 't- •*» •

for considering medical fitniss for" aptbihtme-tt-for making
adhoc appointments, their case that the posts

* a divlsion-wlse basis by the Divisional Authorities.
• Tll"ielgki<ih'-iS-6&eSs tQt.be ®

•Sa,nWlttft%tf''f6r°%hS15s¥uirpose,, .-.lliiSK^rooid^jp _^ls spelt
'''®'-'iuf®-iroi-'%e'' RallwaroBoardf,5 5ole,tter,s iyroduc|̂ ^ in the
"'"'"""laises''il-' AailxUi^s R-rteMated fa2g.ll^l9S3,

19.1.1963. . ao;n-;oo a.i;d7 as-joirfr;-

If the posts are).required to be fillfed^up on a divx-
sion-w4^, basis as a result of a selection ^ committee

^ .,.,jjp^. a.ccordance, with Annexures R-1 and U-2 and if - e app\0 Tw. ..-ev;- ffod:! 3u3DA and then
^ cants have gone through such selection pitx^es^ and then..o o.oRo o? :wr.Tool9^> iBiiigei -roi v:r^^L.^.n:y_-3 justified
- „r.polnted as Coach Attendants they would be justifieds::. ;,'rT aiWSPv .Jn£bn9t^ to- be

taking the stand that they are no^ rexiui-red to he•jaj,.>p c;,ui . .jSivisj .isiJnn.t'̂ T odf. b&ioAo-zcoijj ai^ixol.trtfaA Question
. subjected ^o selection test once agai^. '̂ He question

I""' accordance€:iyOK.- 5f..ea -lep.Z'-'u't o.t _bsjoe'r-fi-s aril'ad iroo'.T xo

^rxlj ala^.j 3,5+ no c; ae:; Y"i:Iia.flo ins 0+ to show
. , B : The applicants have not placed' any ttat^rial to show

that they went through the selection process on division
,a-ri.6bn9.t:rA rioiioD v.fi o^n+rBrv

wise basis as per Annexures B-1 and R-'y.- On the contrary.
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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
^^j^^ |̂?iln^SnaSh1r^ana-^for=' th^ adhoc

ii;f W ' The'••tfplicants

i:x $^^^thimseS#ii-^ve^1^bd^6d th6"'bffict or^^^ they

• sip0^^tiienii l^i'' CSk6h'̂ The order
' pur6lr ^t^poti^^iiy' against

such vacancies in l<«jkT"^r&g§i^fit #Hl not entitle
. •• tliC-J^int'^'s#^

^ reqiliiring the applicants t6'̂ "'ai)i)'fea'r M ra^dicil examination
made was .

also says that the selection/.purely on temporary hasis^
the selected staff shall havfe''flo'|l|^.^;^^^^

in the capacity,^ .0^0 Cpl^chf-;Atten^ We, therefore, have
ho hesitation in acjcepting the stand of the respondents

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 nameis of the applicants in the remarks column

agiinst them it is stated that they:are locally officiating

Gbach Attendants. They are so described because their

iappointmehts. wete purely on local basis by way of adhoc

ah(i temporary arrangemisnt. We, therefore, have no hesi

tation in holding thiat the applicants temporary appointments

were not made by a regular selection in accordance with

^^y^iileSf gbverhing the selection process. Hence they could
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not. ^claim right to the,, posts, of, . Coach witJiout

_ earning the .said rig^t, by/ qu|lif.5ring^^ ..t^^ in the

.suitability t^tj,. ;_whi.ch Jttiey., ,^ere ^o^feg^;,^ in

,. ,.accordance .with ,,th?^- relevant seer.,^. . „ HI--.,-: 'accfflTdlngly
no . gopc? .grounds. to- \n|iei^f:ere,^^ .i^ tj^ese . ,^^

cases are dismisgefJ.. No cos,tS;,.., r „ ^ - .a

Let a , copy,. "this judgement., b^. ., placed the

, case-pfiles,. listed ab.pye, . ,^r ^

' " Member ( Ay ' ' " Chairman

- ry'''-''

skk.,

••• • Jiily^ 1092^ -

oa£ta

i- -t->

y-icz-x

• ;'-'vL-' A'drfifnistratlve i*r;Uu:..^
['fi;,M^encll, i'-'o".v ,D: ^

•vTa-;-,. Iqqs "l-fouse/"-'
i ' i:.'rr)iL.i'; ^larr.

eri,. ~::ox ^ixisj:i;Ap,cq9

r;1ic s>..V

s:'i.; a.i! I:u,i; in a.(t! ',^p s.-A.h.f:t- c'CT i/
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