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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL ALLAHABAD BENCH  ALLAHABAD
O A No, 1250 of 1992

Tribhuwan Prasad sse Applicant

Versus

Union of Indig & others s Respondents

Hon'ble Mpr Justice R K Verma =V C
Hon'ble Mr K Obayya = & M

(By Hon'ble Mr K Dbayye—~ A M)

By means of this epplication the applicant has
prayed for direction to the respondents to allow him to
undergo treining as an 'Apprentice' with all consequential
benafits,
2~ The applicant applied for recruitment of 'Act

Apprentice' in response to a notification issued by

0.R.M,Mughal Sarai in N E Railway, He was called to

appear at the written test held on 17 02 891 and viva-voce on
23 04 91, which he did, A&ccording to the applicant, he

was successful at selection and his name was includsd

in the panel of 98 candidates at Sl.No.41., The succesaful
candidates were sent for training vide order dated 07 04 92,
The applicant, however, received no order to report for
training, The contention of the applicant is that he

has satisfied all conditions and was within the ege limit
of 25 years as preéescribed in Rule-159 of I R € M, but

notwithstanding this, the respondents withheld the training

order; the action of the respondents is assailed as arbitrary
and against provisions of law,

G The respondents have opposed the gase, and in their

|
counter it is pointed out that the successful candidates
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were asked to produce certificates of their age, qualifi-

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

wore not lissued orders to join training, The age limit
for apprentices is 15-20 years, which is relaxed from

2-5 years in the case of S Cg/S Ts and Ex~ITI candidates,
The applicent did not belong to those categories, hence

he was not eligible for age relaxation, After verification

of certificates in support of his qualification,age etec,

it was noticed that the applicant was not coming within

the aege limiﬂbanqqha was not sent for training, The
respondents denied that the age limit of 18-25 years is

applicable teo 'Apprentices'! under the Act,
b= The applicent reiterated his case that he is

within the age limit and that his case is covered under

rule=159 of I RE M,

5- ¥ have heard the counselsfor parties and perused |
the record, Shri S K D€y, learned counsel for the applicant E
urged that the applicent was not at fault, since he ,'l
fumished correct particulars of his age and qualifications g
and the respondents have acoepted the application and j

permitted the applicant to appear for selection and now

after the applicant is declared successful, it is not
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opern  to them to deny the training., The learned counsel

referred to the provisions in the Railway Mannual and
explained at length that the appllcant was within age.

Shri A K Gaur, learned counssl for respondents pointed

out provisions in the 'Apprentice Act' and also referred

o
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to the notification inviting applications where-in age limit
- was mentioned &s below 20 years of age, He averred that the

applicant was aware of the prasﬁribed age limit, when he

submit tedhis application and as he was not eligible for any

age relexation, he could not be sent for training,

Ge We have given our serious considerations to rival

contentions, Apprentices under the Act constitute a different
cstegory, They are recruited u‘ndar’ the provisions of "lpprentice
Act,1961", training is given to them under terms of contract
liable to betepminated by either partias.by notice, It
would appear even minors can be taken as'apprentices'tin
such cases contract has to be executed by the quardian,
There is no liability for the employer to employ the apprentice, H
As distinct frem this,Railway Administration recruits
"Rpprentices' on selection for regular appointment after

successful completion of training, In the present case

the Railway Administration can prescribe conditions of

eligibility,qualifications etc,) for regular appointment

however, General Rules of Recruitment are applicable,

$ Admittedly in this cass, thg notification contained
conditions of Eligibility,innluqfngagn limit, The applicant !
was not within the age of 20 yoars prescribsd. He was I
r
above 20 years of age but below 25 ysars. He was eligible J

for reqgular sppointment in Railways,But as an 'Apprentice! |

under the Act, he was over-aged in terms of notification .

He was for tnis r=2ason not sent for training. We consider
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@1/. that the action of the respondents is in accordance with
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of Indiaf1991(3)52C 47§ in uhich the Supreme E:nuﬁt hald* boh

:tth at a cendidats included in the merit list has no fp- '

defeasible right for appointment, In thess circumstances

’y | we hold I;h'at no case is made out for our interference, The | N
/ . application is iiabia to fail and accordingly it is dismissad ~

. ' . "‘{‘*}{\ ' i, i
| with no order as to costs. '
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