Open Court,

'CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, ALLAHABAD BENCH,
ALLAHABAD,
original Application No, 1386 of 1997
this the 26th day of November!'2002.

HON'BLE MR. S, DAYAL, MEMBER({A)
HON'BLE MR, A.K. BHATWAGAR, MEMBER{(J)

1 Arunambuj Arya, S/o Late Kailash chand.
2 Manoj Kumar Tiwari, S/o Sri shiv prasanna Nath Tewari.
3 Manoj Kumar pandey, S/o Sri Shyam Behari pandey.
4 - pramod Lal Karan, S/o Sri N.K. Lal.
S Shailesh pratap Singh, s/o sri R.P. Singn,
6, Mohd. Ali, s/o Mohd Mustafa.
7 Laxman pPrasad, S/o sri asharfi
8. Rajesh Kumar Srivastava, S/o Sri Ram Chand Srivastava.
9. Raju Rawat, S/o Sri Gowardhan Rawaﬁ.
10, Sanatan Chakarvarti, s/o Sri k.B. Chakarvarti.
IEER ymesh Kumar, S/o sri ﬁyére ol .
19 Ajay xumar. Dubey, S/o sri akhila Nand Dubey.
13, Gulam Mohd, S/o Sri Mohd. Nazim;
14, Chandra shekhar, s/o late Gulab Chauhan,
15, Laxman Kumar Das, S/o late xameshwar Lal Das.
16, Rajesh Kumar Gupta, S/o Sri Sukhlal Gupt
L7, Dharmendra Sharma, S/o Sri bDhruv Narayan Sharma.
18, Raj Kumar singh, S/o sri Ram avatar Singh.
ey Birendré Kumar Srivastava, S/o sri Harikant Srivastava,
20, Deepak Kumar Verma, S/o late Anant prasad Verma.
2%, Kamal Kishore Mandal, S/olate Jagdish Mandal,
22, Baidyanath vadav, S/o late Banarsi Yadav,
23. Sadhan Kumar Dey, S/o Sri Manoranjan Dey. =i 3
24, Madan Lal, 8/0 Sri uymmed Ram, |

' - 2 Applicants,
By ;aAdvocate » Sri S.K. Omn.

versus
=1 union of India through Secretary, Railway Board, nNew Delhi.

25 General Manager, N.E.R., Gorakhpur.
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Se Chief personnel officer, N.E.R., Gorakhpur,
Respondents,

By advocate ¢ Sri J,N, Singh,

O R DE R {ORaAL)

BY HON'BLE MR, S, DAYAL, MEMBER(A)

This application has been filed for a direction to

the respondents to promote the applicants on the post of Junior
and Senior Clerks respectively on provisional basis and permit
them to acquire the typing speed within a period of two years
as provided in the various circulars of the Railway Board., A
prayer has also been made for setting aside the result published
on 8,7.27. A direction iS also sought to the respondents to
hold typing test in pursuance of the notification dated
8,11.1996 and allow the applicants to bring their own Typing

machines,

2; The applicants barring those who are at serial number
2,7,20 and 21 were working as class IVth employees'in North
Eastern Railway. on account of change-over from steam traction
to diesel and electric traction, number of steam loco séfds,
marshalling yerds, goods sheds had to be fully or parti#ally
closed, a high priority was accorded to utilisation and
deployment of surplus staff, which was the result of the change
from steam to other traction and their utilisation £1 
re-deployment of surplus staff by re-training, if nccessary,
should be given the highest priority and their absorption will
have precedence over all other modes of recruitment including
screening of casual labour and direct recruitment for filling
up the vacancies, TO accelerate the process of re-deployment
. 2raple 9ien
of surpluskasra one time measure, the method of General
Departmental Competitive Examination (GDCE in short) was
adopted to fill-up 25% Direct récruitment vacancies in the
categories of Train Clerks, Ticket Collectors, Commercial

Clerks, Telephone operators, Shroffe, Accounts Clerks and

Ooffice Clerks and also as Diesel & Electric Assistants. The
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applicants appeared in the examiqation for the posts of Junior
Clerks and Senior Clerks, but did not succeed. It is claimed
that they were not allowed to bring their own typing machines,
It is also claimed that although some of them had appeared for
the post of Jgunior Clerk and Senior Clerk both, but only one
typing test was conducted. It is also stated that they were not
given.two years time to attend the required speed of typing
aé'was done in the cases of those appointed on compassionate

grounds or from sports quota etc,

35 wWe have heard the arguments of sri S.,K. om, learned
counsel for the applicants and Sri J.N. Singh, learned counsel

for the respondents,

4, The grounds on which the appligants seek reliefs have
to be examined, The first ground that thney should be permitted
to bring their own Typewikiters is based on the practice adopted
by the Railway Recruitment Board incase of direct recruitment on
the poét of gunior and Senior Cclerk. This argument is not tenable
because the scheme as introduced for GDCE , which is one time
measure,had a different mode of assessing the typing spped by
requiring the candidates to operate the Typewriters available

: X .
with the respondents, Merely because the scheme is different

L hake 4 -
Would not‘zbaagEAthe method adopted for selection bad in law.
5. The contention of the applicants that the machines
supplied to them for spéed test of typing were not properly
over-hauled. This contention is also not tenable because the
A bolich were swpplied ot A
machines g%a;have been o§>the same nature for all the candidates
and not only for the applicants, Therefore, the playing field
A

was levelde®# for all the candidates and no advantage accrued

to any of them on the ground of nature of typing machines made

available to them.

P

S The applicants have contended that they had represented
to the respondents regarding their prayer for not permitting
them to bring their own typing machines. The request of the

applicants torbring their own typying machines was not allowed
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by the reSpondeﬁts. This contention is also not wvalid for the
reasons given in the contention last dealt with by us. Since
the test on machines brought by the applicant was not a part
of the scheme, the apﬁlicants cannot claim that they should be
treated differently. The applicants have also claimed that
they should have been givén two Years time for attaining the
Eeguired spped of typing, This clearly negates the contention
made earlier that they should have been given .the machines of
thelr own choice; Again, this is not tenable because this was
not a part of the scheme of GDCE as circulated on 20,8,93,
The respondents have mentioned that tthe applicants were required
to show tineir proficiency in their typing because they were
Tecruited ‘against direct recruitment guota and the direct
recruit had to possess a required speedé as per the recruitment
rules. This is a valid contention of the respondents, we f£ind
no- reason to ;iter this requirement,
7 The learned counsel for the applicants also stated
that the purpose of the scheme of GDCE was not fulfilled because
in the examination conducted, a very few candidates could
qualify. we do not find any-where in the scheme as formulated
by the respondents that the standard of the examination for
: A Rege 'ﬁam—v—w; 4
Tecrultment was to be just s rizzer than adopted for direct
recruitment., The relevant portion of Annexure A-2 reads as
under |
1 wi ' i 2 i = ;
S the pancrs il b i fellowed By viva voo,
Tge standard of examination shall be like that of
Siile condlans TRt B caal 1y
idates do not become available in adequate

Aumber as a result of GDCE, the shortfall will pe made

good by direct recruit . : :
Board, ment through Railway Recruitment

merii
direc:

8 The learned counsel for the applicants also contendeqd

that they should bave been tested separately for those app :
= Ppearing

for Junior clerk and those appearing for senior Clerk post
= s.

This ground is also not tenable because the Scheme as f a
rame

for selection of Junior and Senior Clerks had mentioned
. L as
ofne ot the condition that the Candidates,

WNO had passed
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written examination for Junior or Senior Clerks were entitled to
: Sarne
appear 1in one typing test examination because the a@@g@a&ad
test for gJunior Clerk would also be valid for the post of
Senior Clerk. The first instructions in intimation regarding
typing test as contained in para 1 of annexure -4 makes this

&

clear,

95 we, therefore, find no merit in the claim of the

applicants and dismiss the 0.A. without any order as to costs,

-
i\@p )QW/
MEMBERT{J)

MEMBER (A)
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