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1. .Anil Kumar Jain. s/o sri. c. N. Jain. R/o s-297-A. 

Railway Harthala Colony. Moradabad. 

2. RaJ Kumar. s/o Sri Bharat Singh Vishnoi. R/o surya 

Sadan Krishnapuri uLnepar. Moradabeid. 

Applicants. 

By Advocate: sri T.s. pandey. 

ver~us. 

1. union of India through G.M •• N.R •• BoiradariHouse. 

New.Delhi. 

2. D.R.M •• N.R •• Moradabad Division. MOradabad. 

3. sr. D.P.o •• N.R •• Moradabad Division. MOradabad. 
4. 
·s-. 
6. 
'I. ~. 

Babu Ram. 
Ram-Prakash 
HeNe .V~ma. ,,, . ~ .- . ~ 
Ram~:i{~r-­ 
Vipin Kumar. 

Vi.jay Bhadur. 

surendra Kumar. 

Ramesh Chand. 

om prakash. 

Raggan Singh Meena 

Babu Lal Meera. 

puncham Singh Rawat 

All respondent nos. 4 to 15 are Guard passenger. N.R. 
Moradabad Division. through D.R.M •• N.R •• Moradabad 

Division. Moradabad. 

JO. _,. 
1!:. 

1.1::.. 
l.~ i ::::: .._; '...__.: 

Respondents. 

By Advocate: s/sri p. M~thur & M.K. Rajvanshi. 

0 RD ER 

BY MRS. MEERA CHHIBB ER• MEMBER ( J) 

'!his o.A. has been.filed by two applicants 

claimed the follo~ing relief(s,: !)___ 
who have 
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"(i) issue a writ. order or direction in the nature of 
certiorari quashing the panel dated 23rd August.2001 
and the order dated 23rd october.2002 (Annexure 1 & 2 
respectively) in the alternative the name of respondent 
nos.· 6 to 15 be struck off from the panel list dated 
23rd AUgust.2001 with the further order and direction 
in the nature of mandamus commanding the respondent 
no.l to 3 to promote the applicants on the post of 
GUard Passenger with retrospective date with all 
consequential benefits when the respondent ·nos. 4 &cS 
were promoted on the post of Guard Passenger and also 
to restructure and place the names of the applicants 
in the newly published seniority list at the proper 
senior number showing them senior from 4 & 5. 

(ii) -------. 
(iii)-----." 

2. It is submitted by the applicants that they had 

challenged_the seniority list dated 15.5.99 of Guards(GOods) 

in o.A. no. 1316 of 1999. but the same was decided on 13.12.01 
L- l 

by holding therein that the senior! ty list has not yet ~ 

finalised. Therefore. liberty was given to the applicants to 

file a representation and direction was given to the 

respondents to. decide the same by passing a reasoned and 

speaking order. pursuant to the said order. applicants have 

submitted that they filed representation on 16.1.2002 (page 52> 

which was decided vide order dated 23.10.2002 (page 28). It • 

is this order which has been challenged by the applicants 

in the present o.A. apart-from challenging the panel dated 

23.8.2001 whereby as many as 43 persons were selected for 

being empanell~ for the post of Guard Passenger in the scale 

of ~.sooo-aooo/-. 

3. '!he applicants have submitted that they were initiall~ 

selected vide order dated 15.10.87 for the post of. Gt;1ard(Goods~ 

wherein the applicant no.l was shown to be at sl. no. (0 in 

the merit list (page 33). 'Ihe panel list is also annexed at 

page 30 which shows that the applican~s• name figured at 

sl. no. 40 & 55 respectively. while s.c, can9,idates namely 

s/sri Ram prakash & TUhi Ram we~e. at sl. nos. 74 & . 76 in the 

merit list. Vide letter dated 9.8.90. applicant no.1 was sent 

for training (page 35). while certain other persons who were 

below him in the merit were ~~ sent for training in the 

year 1989 itself and were appointed after completing their 

training. whereas applicanas were appointed as Guard (Goods) s.. 
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on 19.1.1991 at Delhi Division after they completed their 

training. 

The main grievance of the applicants in this case is. 

that since they were high in the merit list. they could not 

have been denied their right for being sent to training as 

per their merit. nor could they have been left-out while 

sending SC candidates for training in the year 1989. 

s. They have next contended that all this~ while applicant~ 

were not aware of their placement vis-a-vis the respondent nos. 

6 to 15 who were otherwise below them in the merit list. They 

cane to know for the first time in the year 1999 about their 

placement vis-a-vis private respondent nos. 6 to 15. Therefore. 

being aggrieved. they had challenged the said seniority list 

in the Tribunal. ouring the pendency of the first o.A •• respon­ 

dents had issued a notification dated 30.5.2000 for promotion 

to the post of Guard(passenger} from Guard (GOods, (pages 55 

to 62) •.. Ill. eligible, c~ndid_~tes_• list. applicants• name figured 

at sl. nos. 105 & 106. 

" L 
'lhe next ~ontention raised by the applicants• counsel~ 1 

:wba.t that in the posts of Guard (passenger). the total strength 

was 11a. while 30 candidates belonging to sc & ST category 

were already in £ield as on 30.s.2000. whereas according to 

22.5% reservation. the reserv_ed posts could have been only 28. 

He has. thus. submitted that since the prescribed reservation 

quota was already full on 30. s. 2000. therefore. the respondents 

could not have called SC & ST candidates to appear in the 

selection for promotion to the next higher grade. whereas 

perusal of the panel dated 23.8.2001 ( page 26) would show 

that as many as seven candidates belonging to SC category 

were empanelled for the post of Guard (passenger) namely-at 

sl. nos. 16.27.28.29.30.37.39 and three candidates belonging 

to ST category were also empanelled shown at sl. nos. 41.42 & 

43. These are candidates who have been impleaded by the 

applicants as private respondents and applicants• 

counsel submitted that these persons could not 

L 
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have been empanelled as quota of SC & ST candidates were 

already exceeding reserved posts for such category. He ha!~i£._ 

thus. prayed that this panel needs to be quashed on thi~alone. 

7. He has next argued that the interview was held for 

the post of Guard(passenger) on 7.7.2001 and 13.7.2001. 

but the applicants were not even considered as the respondents 

purposely sent them on duty on 13.7.2001. thus. depriving 

them of their right to be considered for the next post. 

counsel for the applicants submitted that he had made specific 

averment to this effect in para 8 of the o.A •• but the same 

has not been denied by the respondents. therefore. the said 

averment is deemed to have been accepted in law. He has. thus. 

submitted that since he was eligible candidate. he could not 

have been denied the right to be considered. It is in this 
~~ 

background that the applicants• counsel submitted that the ,.._ 

panel dated 23.8.2001 needs to be quashed and set-aside. 

.. 

a. 'Ihe last contention raised by the applicants• counsel 

is that the private respondents could not have been given 

double benefit inasmuch as they were already given the benefit 

of reservation as per notification dated 10.3.1984 at the time 

when the vacancies were advertised for 111 posts of Guard 

(Goods) because at that time 26 posts were reserved for sc. 

7 for ST and 10 for Ex-army personnel. NOtification is annexed 

with the Rejoinder to the counter filed by official respondents 

It is submitted by the applicants• counsel that they could 

not have been given further benefit by sending them to 

training also ahead of the applicants simply because they were 

SC candidates. He has submitted that by extending this 

un-necessary and un-called for benefit to the SC candidates 

by sendirg them for training by superseding the applicants. 

the respondents have acted in illegal and arbitrary manner. 

as a result of which they have been pushed down in the 

seniority list of Guard(Goods). Had they been sent for training 

in the year 1989. they would have been appointed ahead of 

the sc candidates and would have got better chance for being 

L- 
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posted to Moradabad Division. but since the private respondents 

have been given posting prior to :1fiim in Moradabad Division. 

applicants'had to seek transfer to Moradabad Division on 
' 

their own request and in this process their seniority was 

depressed. 'Iherefore. they have prayed that the said seniority 

list be quashed and set-aside and they be given better 

p la cement than the private respondents. 

9. Counsel for the private respondents submitted that this 

o.A. is highly time barred as the applicants are tvying to 

challenge an issue where cause of action. if any. had arisen 

in the year 1989 and 1994. but at that relevant time no objectio1 

-n was raised by the· applicants. therefore. they cannot 

agitate this issue now after such a long time. TO further 

elaborate. this point. he submitted ·that in the year 1989 

when the private respondents were sent on training. no objection 

was raised by the applicants. They were sent for training in 

the year 1991 and after they successfully completed their 

training. they were allotted Delhi Division. which was accepted 

by them and even at that time they did not raise any objection. 

therefore. they acquiesce'!:,to the situation and cannot be 
~~'J rz- 

allowed to turn-around and say that they ought to have been 
tJ.-_ 

posted in MOradabad Division. He further submitted that on 

7.12.92 both the applicants soll]ht their transfer to Moradabad 

Division on request and categorically stated therein that 

they are prepared to accept the bottom sel)i.ority at Moradabad. 

In suppor.t of his contention. he has annexed the applications 

oz both the applicants at page nos. 15 & 20 of the counter. 

He also invited our attention to page 32 of the counter filed 

by the official respondents wherein order dated 10.3.93 has 

been annexed which reads as follows: 

'!he following Gurard (Goods) have been transferred to 
the mention divisions as per their own request and costs. 
Both the applicants have been shown at sl. nos. 1 & 2 
in the said order. 

counsel for private respondents. thus. submitted that 

it is ~Bundantly clear from this order that the applicants 

-~ 
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were transferred to Moradabad Division on their own request. 

NOW as far as how the seniority of such persons is to be 

fixed is to be decided as per para 312 of IREM 'VOl.I which 

for ready reference reads as under : 

"312 Transfer on request: The seniority of railway 
servants transferred at their own request from one 
railway to another should be allotted below that of 
the existing confirmed. temporary and officiating 
railway servants in the relevant grade in the promotion 
group in the new establishment irrespective of the 
date of confirmation or length of officiating or 
temporary service of the transferred railway servant. 

~te: (1) This applies also to case of transfer on 
request from one cadre/Division to another cadre/ 
Division on the same Railway (Rly.Bd • .NO.E(Nd)l-85 SR 
6/14 of 21.1.1986." 

~~ 
10. He has. thus. submitted that in keeping~ rule o_ 

312 of IREM 'VOl.I both the apPlicants were placed at bottom 

of the seniority list in Moradabad issued on 6.1.94. The said 

seniority list is annexed with the counter at page 23 and 

in the said seniority list. applicants•name were shown at 

sl. nos. 204 & 205 at page 3f. while the respondent nos. 6 to 

15 were shown much above the applicants. '!herefore. the 

applicants knew about their position in Moradabad fully well 

in the year 1994 itself and if they were aggrieved. they 

ought to have raised objection at that relevant point. but 

they never challenged their placement in Moradabad Division 

'3._ -t,\.>-LIJ\ 0--\i-- ~~ ~'w...t_and now they cannot ch~llenge the seniority given to them 

by saying as if~ seniority list of 1999 has given them 

some fresh cause of action. 

11. ~t only this. he further submitted that vide order 

dated 24.10.96 private respendents we~e given further 

upgradation as per their seniority in Moradabad Division from 

th:scale of b. 1200-2040/- to b.1350-2200/-. but the applicants 

did not even raise any objection at that time. The order is 

annexed at page 38 and the name of the private respondents 

figured at sl. nos. 13.14.16.17.25 & 28 etc •. 

12. Coming to the seniority list of 15.5.99. counsel 

for the private respondents submitted that this was only a 

provisional list and~ections were called by the department 
" 

from those who were aggrieved of the said list. but even at 

~ 
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that time applicants did not file any objection (page 40). 

Accordingly, order was issued on 10.3.2000 whereby this 

seniority list was treated as final. but the applicants 

did not place all these facts before this Tribunal when 

they approached in the earlier o.A., nor did the official 

respondents bring the same on record. These persons were not 

irnpleaded by the applicants in the first O.A., therefore, 

they also could not have brought to the notice of this Tribunal. 
aforesaid 

It was only after the~Lo.A. was decided that the official 

respondents filed Review application stating therein that 

the seniority had already been finalised vide order dated 

10.3.2000. However, Review application was dismissed, against 

which union of India had already filed writ petition before 

the Hon1ble High court at Allahabad. which isstill pending. 

counsel for private respondents, therefore, submitted that 

th.e?applicants knew their position right from the day one 

and it is settled by the Hon'ble Supreme Court that any 

dial lenge to the seniority made after delay and latches 

should not be entertained. He relied on the following 

judgments: 

(i' v.Bhasker Rao & Qtilers V$~ ·State of A•P• & otil~s 
(l993)3.SCC307.. -. _ . 

(ii} 'B.s. ijajwa ,qc.sACiother Vs; "$tate of'punjab & ors. 
(1998(1) SLR 461 •. 

{iii) JOyachan M; Sebastian vs. :Direct.pr General & ors. 
(1996)10 scc-zsr , 

13. counsel for private respondents next submitted"t.hat 

since there was no illegality in the. s~niority list iss\led 

by the department and finalised on 1.0.3.2000, ~c9or~~~gly, 

they rightly issued the notification dated 30. s. 2000. AS 

far as the ~econd panel:is ~oncerned for the post of Guard 

(passenger), there are as many as 45 person~_ who were 

empanelled, bu~ all of them have not been impleaded by 

the applicants, whereas_ the ~el~ef sought by the applicants 

is to quash the entire panel .Lin absence of impleading those 

persons whose rights are going to be affected in case the 

relief was to be granted to the applicants, o. A. is not 

maintainable for nori-joinder of necess~rties• 
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Therefore. the relief as sought f9r quashing the panel 

cannot be given to the applicants. 

14. He has further submitted that it is absolutely wrong 

to state that private respondents have been given promotion 

by reservation. Infact all.the private respondents were 

high in the seniority list._therefore. even though they 

were SC candidates. they have to be considered when their 

ttr n come and so long they are able to take promotion on. 

thetr merit without taking any reiaxation or reservatio3, 

~ said promotie~,has to be treated as•General•~ Il'.l support 
of his co.r:iten~ion, he relied on the o.M. dated 3.1.o. 2002 

(page 44). He. thus. submitted that the contention of 

the applicants• _counsel is totally devoid of merit, He 

further submitted that even otherwise applicant no. 2 was 

v·ery much called for interview. but he was not declared 

su9cessful, the;efore, }?.e calUlot challenge the panel of 
- • • . ~ • ~~ I •... 

those candidates who have been declared successful. AS 

far as applicant no.1 is concerned. they have, $ubmitted 

that he had ~i~en in _writing that he would pave no objecti9n 

or grievance. if promotions are given to others, t~e+efore. 

applic~nts cannot agi_gate about; the pa.q.ei dated 30. s.2001 

at all. In the alternative. private respondent_s submitted 

tl:B t even if ultimately_ it is proved that :the applicant no.1 

was not cqnsidered for promotion, at best a direction can be 

·given to, consider his candidature and incase. he is found 

suitable. it would only w affect the last pe~son who. has 

been promoted as Guard (passenger) and by no stretch of 

imagination it can vitiate the entire pariel. He has. further. 

submitted that as far as. promotion to the posts ot <;;uar¢l 

(Passenger) are concerned. panel was issued on 30.5.2000 

and if applicants were ag9r;eved.. they should have challenged 

the same in the earlier o.A. itself• but they nev ez' challenged 
the said panel and promotions hav~ also been given to 

the empanelled candidates on 23.8.2001. whereas the present 



-9- 

o.A. has been filed on 12.11.2002, therefore, as far as 

challenge to the panel is concerned,that is barred by 

limitation. 'lherefore, he submitted that the present o.A. 

is liable to be dismissed. counsel for private respondents 

:£ur~he_F submitted that the applicants have not even filed 

Rejoinder to the counter filed by them, which means that 

the averments made by private respondents stand admitted in 

law by the applicants. 

15. counsel for official respondents followed the 

arguments advanced by the counsel for private respondents. 

He,however, submitted that the applicants have not come 

to the court with clean hands as they never informed the 

court abou~ finalisation of the senior~ty list on 1 o. 3. 2000. 

More-over, they have not explained that the seniority_ of 

both the divisions namely Delhi & Moradabad are separate 

and they had got themselves transf_erred to MOradabad on 

their own request, therefore, naturally, they were required 

to be placed at the bottom of the seniority in MOradabad 

Division and once they had sought transfer on their own 

request. their seniority would count from that date and 

the earlier part becomes totally irrevelant especially when 

they ha~ specifically given in writing_that they would 

~ccept the bottom seniority in Moradabad. He has, thus, 

submitted that this o.A. is l~able to be dismissed as 

there is no merit in the same. 

16. A$ far as sending SC candidates for training in 

the year 1989 is concerned, he explained that since there 

was short fall of SC candidates, therefore, in order to 

fulfil the short fall, they could always send the sc candidateE 

to the training even ahead of General candidates. AS far 

as private respondents• promotion is concerned, they have 

submitted that they were promoted against General vacancies 

as per their own merit and not by giving E•i2oc:BXXPDl them any . 
reservation or relaxation. 
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17. We have heard counsel for the parties and perused 

the pleadings as well. 

18. At the outset. it would be necessary to mention 

that so far as applicants• claim with regard to respondent 

nos. 4 & 5 was · concerned. counsel for the applicants 

gave it up at the time of arguments and he confined 

his arguments against the respondent nos. 6 to 15 only as far 

as seniority was concerned and further prom::>tion to the 

post of Guard (Passenger). 

18. The record show that the applicants were given their 

appointment in the year 1991 at oelhi Division. which was 

accepted by them and they made no objection at that time. 

meaning thereby that they had accepted the position. There­ 

after on 7.12.92 both the applicants sought transfer to 

Moradabad Division on t~~o~ request by giving~ ln 

writing that they would~b~laced in the bottom of seniority 

in Moradabad. Accordingly. vide order dated l0.3.93 when 

they were transferred (page 32 of C.A. of .. official respondents) 

to MOradabad Division. it was specifically mentioned that 

they are being transferred on their own request and costs 

and they had already given their willingness for being placed 

at the bottom of the seniority in Moradabad. Thus. applicants 

were fully aware even at that time that they would be placed 

at the bottom of the seniority at Moradabad Division. There­ 

after on 6.1.9, seniority list was issued at Moradabad 

Division. wherein applicants were shown at sl. nos. 204 & 205 

(page 3• of ~~unter_ef. priyate respondents) even at this time -,--· - . 

applicants did not raise any objection.meaning thereby that 

they accepted the position and rightly so, because ~ ~ J 

what is stipulated under the rule as well. Rule 312 of IREM 

Vol. :r has already been quoted above) which makes it abundantly - ~l. 
clear that). one seeks transfer on request from one Division 

to other. he would be placed at the bottom of the seniority 
~'\t 

list in new Division. NOt only thisA.seniority list was issued 

in the year 1994. but thereafter private respondents were given 

C 
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upgradation also vide order dated 24.10.96 as per. their 

seniority and even at that time these applicants did not 

raise any objection because they knew fully well that 

the respondents have been given their upgradation rightly 

according to their seniority.· Thereafter. seniority list 

was issued on 15.5.99. this was only the provisional list 

whereby objections were called from those who were aggrieved 

but even at this time applicants did not file any objection. 

Accordingly. seniority was finalised on 10.3.2000. This 

seniority list cannot be said to have~ given a fresh 

cause of action to the applicants as they knew their 

placement in Moradabad Division right from the day when they 

were transferred to Moradabad Division. In the given circum­ 

stances. judgments relied-upon by the counsel for private 

respondents would be fully applicable in the present case. 

In the case of v. Bhasker Rao (supra) it was held that 

th~ seniority list_ was_ published 12 times.du~ing 8 years 

showing the petitioner below the respondents. but it was 

never challenged by them. In such circumstances, the petitioners 

held were not entitled to invoke Article 32 to seek claim 

seniority over the respondents. 

20. similarly, in the case of a.s. Bajwa (supra) it was 

held that where the grievance was made in 1984 regarding 

fixation of seniority long after they had entered the department 

in 1972 - rights inter-se had crystalised which ought not to 

have been re-opened after the lapse of such long period. It was 

he1d tha't service matters the question of seniority should 

not be re-opened in such situation after the lapse of a 

reasonable period because that results in disturbing the settl·ec 

position which is not justifiable and it was. thus. held 

that this ground was sufficient to decline interference under 

Article 226 of the constitution of India and to reject the 

wr;t~~-~ti~tion. In the present case also. the same principle 

L ~ ~~nee~'!- applicants knew their placement would 

" be at the bottom of the seniority list at MOradagad Division 

on their own request and they were ind~aced at the bottom 
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of the seniority list which was i~sued in 1994 
~\,~ to 

fore the applicants cannot be turned around at 
"'- 

say .nka.± their seniority HAas wrongly fixed. EVen 

itself·. there- 

this stage and 

otherwise. 

once they had accepted the appointment in Delhi Division 

in the year 1991. they cannot say in the year 2002 that 

in ease they hat&: been sent for training earlier than 

the private respondents their seniority.would have been 

different because these are only presumption of the applicants. 

t__~,~~ ~c@ld if they were aggrieved. they ought to hav~ challenged 

U the action of the respondents at that particular time. In 

any case. in this case what is_ relevant is that in the year 

1992. applicants themselves sought transfer~ to Moradabad 

and once they sought transfer on request. it was the natural 

consequence that they would be placed at the bottom of the 

seniority list in Moradabad Division and even if they had 

been given appointment earlier that 

because the starting point would be 

would b~ of no relevance vz. ·'4~ 
from this~n the seniority 

"'- 
list in Moradabad Division. The law on this point is well 

settled and rule position is also clear. therefore. we cannot 

go by assumption4and preswnptionJ, 

21. In view of. the above discussions. we do not find 

any merit in the applicants• claim c '4s far as..., they have 

challenged the order dated 23.10.2002 ,i.e,- ~~ 
(.,h 

we find that this order ~ lite based on rules as wel,~ :..tJ ~ 0 B 
settled position in· law l~~ ~ a,..J.L., ls»: )a.k{ fe k di u'"'--"' 
~ o.,\~ n-ilU ' tt_. I,:- . {} <?,&iJ.tw0 e~ 
22. coming to the next"--applicants have challenged the 

panel dated 23.8.2001 on the ground that since the reservation 

quota for SC & ST was already full as on 30.s.2000. they 

could not have~ empanelled these SC candidates. we have 

seen the notification dated 30,,~~2000 (page 55). rt clearly 
. ~ NOt.,(.. 'Yl,~'U 112_ . 

shows that 41 vacancies /\for General. three fer ST and none 

for sc. counaet for the applicants invited our attention 

to the seniority list of Guard(passenger) wherein 31 posts 

were shown to have been held by reserved candidates. but 
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as per applicants• own showing~ .thereswas short fall of 

3 s¢' candidates. therefore. the respondents have rightly 

reserved only three vacancies for ST candidcltes and no post 

was reserved for sc candidates. N:>w. admittedly. private 

respondents were coming within the zone of consideration as 

:per their seniority so naturally they had to be considered 

for the next promotion. 'lhe word SC has been written in 

front of their names because they belong~ to sc ~ 

but since there was no reservation for SC candidates. 

naturally they could not have been given any relaxation or 

/1-~~J~v::, ~ on account of being SC candidates. 'lhe respondents have 

explained and clarified that they were empanelled as per 

thei~ own merit according to their seniority. therefore. 

we find no force in the contention of the applic~nts• counsel 

that these persons belonging to SC ~ · should not 

have been considered for the posts of Guard (Passenger). 

rn any case. Railway BOard•s o.M. dated 3.10.2002 (page 44) 

. makes position absolutely clear wherein it is clarified 

that if the candidates belonging to reserved category are 

promoted on their own merit without giving them any 

reservation or relaxation. it shall be ~re~tn~ ~~~2~n,eral ?:,f) 'rS- ~ ·"'ew w ~ ~ \~ 's <:r1.r4,&Mi ·~~~ ~,.y:r;("' 
promotion,~ therefore. we find no mer±t in the contention 'Z(.1 

Hew-€,1,,~ 
raised by, the applicants• counsel"- There is -~ one aspect 

which we feel need,&some consideration. though the private 

respondents have stated in their counter that the applicant 

no.1 had given in writing th~t he would have no objection 

or grievance if the promotions are issued. but in para 8 

of the o.A •• 
he1has been 

applicants have 
~hi~ 

denied to appear 
I'-- 

specifically stated that 

in the said selection at that 
0..5 

time[he was purposely sent on duty to deprive him of his 

right to appear in the selection. '!his averment has not been 
r.-W' ·J 

denied by the--Yr~spondents in their counter. on this point. 
I\. 

we would agree with the applicants• counsel that once his 

name had been shown in the list of eligible candidates. 

he could not have been denied the right of consideration 

--------------~__:_----~-~~- 
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therefore. ignoring the averments made by the private responden­ 

ts because no such document is annexed with the counter. 

we would like to direct the fesp~5!,dents to consider the 
no.l 

candidature of the applicant/as well_,for the post of Guard 
jJ 

·(passenger). In case he qualifies and /\successful. he should 

be promoted as Guard (passenger) from the sam~ date when~ 17 
~ (;11\,..J gil~fu._te i'itX 

the other empanelled candidates were so proIIDted~ In case.~ 

he is not able to qualify ar is not selected. he shall be ,:--;,~ 
·-~k 

intimated about it by passing a reasoned and speaking order.~. 

· This exercise shall be completed by the respondents within f3.__ 
a period of three months from the date of receipt of copy 

of this order. 

23. with the above directions. o.A. stands disposed off 

with no order as to costs. 

MEMBER(J) MEMBER (A) 

GIRISi/- 

------------------------------ - -~--- ~ 


