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CENTRAL ADMINISTR~TIVE TRIBUNAL ALLAHABAD BENCH ALLAHABAD 
/ 

0 A No. 1250 of 1992 

Tribhu~an Prasad ••• Applicant 

Versus 

Union of India & others ••• Ae spondents 

Hon 1 ble l'lr Just ice A K Verma -V C 

Hon 1bls Mr K Obayya - A M 

(By Hon' ble Mr K Obayy e- A M) 

By means of this application the appljcant has 

prayed for direction to the respondents to allow him to 

undergo training as an '~prentice' with all consequential 
I 

benefits. 
• 

2- The applicant applied for recruitment of 'Act 

Apprentice' in response to a notificati on issued by 

O.R. M.Mughal Sarai in N E Rajlway. He was called to 

appear at the written test he ld on 17 02 91 and viva-voce on 

23 04 91, which he did. kcording to tha applicant , 'he 

was successful at selection and hi s nama was included' 

in t he pane l of 98 candidates at Sl.No.41. The successful 

candidates were sent f or training vida order dated 07 04 92. 

The applicant , however, received no order to· report for 

training. The contention of the appljcant is that he 

has satisfied all conditions and was within the ega limit 

of 25 year e as pre scrit:ed in Rule-159 of I R E M, but 

notwithstanding this, tho respondents withheld the training 

order; the action of the respondents is assailed as arbitrary 

and agains t provis ions of l aw. 

3- The respondents have oppo ned the paso, end in thei r 

counte r it is pointed out that the successful candidates 
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~~tere asked to produce certificates of their age, quali fi-

cation etc, and those who were found not within the age 

were not issued orders to join training. The age limit 

for apprentices is 15-2~ years, which io relaxed from 

2- 5 years in the case of S Cs/ S Ts and Ex-ITI candidates. 

The applicant did not belong to those categories, hence 

he was not eligible for age relaxation. After verification 

of certificates in support of his qualification,age ate. 

it was noticed that tho appl icant was not coming within 

the age limi~enc.E(ho was not sent for training. The 

respondents denied that the age limit of 18-25 years is 
I 

applicable to 'Apprentices' under the Act . 

4- Tho applicant reiterated his case that he is 

within the age limit and that his ca se is c overed under 

rule-159 of I R E M. 

5- ~ have heard tho c oun 93lsfor parties and perused 

the record. Shri S K 0.~, learned counsel for the applicant 

urged that the applicmt was not at fault, since he· 

furni ahed c orrect pa rticulars of his age and qualifications 

and the r o spondent s have accepted the application and 

permitted the apFlicant to appear for sel ection and now 

after the applicant is declared successful, it is not 

open to them to deny the training . Tho le arned coun sel 

referred to the provisions in the Rai l way Mannual and 

explained at l ength that the applicant was within age . 

Shri A K Gaur, l earned counsel for respondents pointed 

! out provisions in the 'Apprent i ce Act • and also referred 
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to the notifi cation inviting applications where-in age limit 

was mentioned as below 20 years of age. He averred that the 

applicant was aware of the prescribed age limit, when he 

submittedhis application and as he was not eligible for any 

age re~axation, he could not be sent for trai ni ng. 

0 

s. WO have given our serious c onsi de rations to rival 

c ontentions. Apprenti csn under t he Act constitute a different 

category. They are rer:ruit.ed under tho provisions of ''llpprentica 

Act, 1961'', traini ng i s given t o ttiem under terms of contract 

liablo to bete~mina ted by either perties by not ice . It 

would appear even minors can be t aken as' apprentices'; in 

such oase s cont ract has to be executed by the guardian. 

There i s no l iability f or the emp l oye r to employ the apprentice. 

As dist i nct fr~ this> Rai l way Administ ration recrui t s 

' ~prentices ' on sele~tion f or regul ar appoint~~nt afte r 

successful completion of traini ng. In tho present case 

the Rail way Admini stration can prescribe condi tions of 

eligibi l ity , quali fication s etc .~ f ur r egular appoint ment 

however, Genera! Rulas of Rec~~itment are appl i cable . 

Admittedl y in this caes , the notif i cation contai ned 

c onditions of e l igibility , incJ.rJding ago l imit. The applicant 

was not within tho age of 20 yearn proscribed. Ha was 

above 20 years of age but below 25 years . He was al lgibl e 

for r P.gul ar appointment i n Railways, 8ut as an 'App~~ntice • 

unde r t he Act , hr IIJaS ove r-aged i n te rmo of not i f ication • 

He was for tnis r2ason not sent f'or training . lia consider 

that the action of tho respondents is i n accordanca with 
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conditions of recruitment and oan ·not be called as arbitrary. 

Reference may be made to the ca se of Slanker Oass Vs Union 

of IndiaQ 1991 ( ~) SCC 471 in which the ~preme Court held 

that a candidate included in the ~erit list has no ~-

defeasible right for appointment. In these circumstances 

we hold that no case is made out for our interference. The 

. . 
application i s liabl e to fail and accordingly it is dismissed 

D 

with no order as to costs. 

R.k. v~ 
VIC£ CH-'-IRMAN 
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