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1. yhether Reportars of local papers may be allowed
to see -he Dudgmant?'^^^

2, To be referred to the Reporter or not?f«(^

JUDGMENT

(Hon'ble Shri S.P.Mukerji,Vice Chairman)

In this application the two a.iplicants who have

bepn working as Constable in the Railway Protection Force

under the Northern Railway have prayed that the respondents

should be directed to declare the residual panel for
j

the five posts of Clerks reserved for^RPF staff and to

assign proper seniority to the selectees. The brief

facts of the case are as follows.

2. The respondents invited applications by their notice

dated 21.A.1987 at Annexure-I from Class IV empiayaes for

promotion as Clerks who are eligible for being considered -

for such promotion. The applicants also applied to appear
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in t.. Limited Departmental Competitive Examination and
ppaiiriad in tne written test vide tda oommvniration

a'> The applicants' qriavance
dated 7.4.88 at ftnnaxpra A2. The app

nanei of 27 persons other than thoseis that uhereas a panel
,„ltv staff U'<» The applicants ess publishedin the security oi.ari

„iOe the notice dated 29.6.1988 at Unnexurs M7 no
panel of the aPf candidates for filiinQ up the five posts
paasrvsd for them use published. The panel of 27
names did not include a single RPF candidate. That five
posts uere reserved for RPf candidates is evidenced

Htori 22 12.87 at Annexure A13 in uhichby the notice dated 22.1/-.°^
-o^iieri for written examination

the RPr candidates uere ^all
POP these five posts. Later the respondents under Pressure
Of contempt Proceedings published a panel of too na^s

OA 1QQ1 at Annexure Al^. Theof RPF candidates on 26.3.1991 at. h

gsiavance of the applicants is that the respondents have
nut issued a further list of RPf candidates for filling

•msino mats of Clerks reserved for theup the three remaining posts o

RPF caiididates.

3. ' The respondents in the counter affidavit have
stated that the applicants have not guallfisd in
the selection and tharafore, their names could not
pa placed in the panel. They have also referred to
the Railuay Board's letter dated 3.2.87 at Annexure R1
Phsrsin it has been stated that RPF/RPSF staff may be
ppnsidered for appaintment In Class 111 posts if sufficient
number of suitsbis persons are not available in Class Id
within that departrasnt.
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In the rejoindBr the applicant has stated that
n„a posts oaia resaraed for RPF personnel In accordance
Pith the notings in the case file. Written axa.lnation
for RPF candidates uere held separately on 17.1.38
and a list of 17 candidates uho qualified in the uritte
test uas published on 7.A.38 as per A2. All of them
pare subjected to vies vdcs test and a provisional
panel uas declorid at A17. There uas still a short-fall
pf five posts for the RPF staff and confidential

y raports uere called for, for 16 candidates vide A.12
in uhich the applicants' nama also figures.

5. ye haue heard the arguments of tha learned
counsel for both the parties and gone through the
documents carefully. Since the respondents have claarly

"iVvoK . I rii A nof nualifv in the selectionstated^the applicants' dxd not quaiiry
, +• ran inpus staodl to mous this application

they have got no locus sxanox

praying for release of a further panel for RPF
candidates and arrange their seniority. No rules
or orders of the Railuay Board have been shoun to
q, uhereby five vacancies of Cler-.s uere to be
reserved for the RPF candidates. On the other hand,
in accordance uith the instructions of the Railuay Board
dated 3.2.1987 at Annexure R1 it is that promotion
to Groop-C post from HPF/RPSF can be made only if
sufficient number of suitable employees are not available
in Group-0 of the Department concerned.

6, In the circumstances ue see no force in the appli
c'ation and dismiss the same uithout any order as to costs.
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• P.PtbKEROI)
(t.s.obe^qi) uice chairman
3U0ICIAL MEMBER


