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All India Loco Running Staff
Association Baroda Division
(Through its Chairman
Mr.Jealdasquitta ) L/19/B,
Railway guarters, Maninagar,
ahmedabad-380 009, : Applicant

versus

1. Union of India
(Notice to be served
through the General
Manager) Western Railway,
Churchgate=-Bopbay .

2. Divisional Railway Manager,

Pratapnagar, vadodara-390 004, Respondents

(1]

Coram : Hon'ble Mre.N.Dharmadan Judicial Member

Hon'ble Mr.le.lieSingh Adninistrative Member

23-4-1990
ORAL ORDER

Per: Hon'ble Mre. NeDharmadan Judicial Member

Heard Mr.KeKe.chah, learned counsel on behalf of the
L
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applicant,aad'association by name All India Loco Running

Associlation Baroda Div;sion/(through its Chairman
Mr.J.A.masquittab approached this Tribunal challenging
Annexure-I the recruitment notification dated 111.1987
inviting applications from amongst skilled artisan staff
from electric maintenance (Traction) of Electric Loco
Shed of BRC Division for £illing up the post of Assistant

Drivers (Electric) scale 85.950-1500(R)

When an objection was raised with regard to the
representative capacity of the association being figuring
as an applicant in this case,this Tribunal,on 24.6.1987 ,
passed an order directing the applicant to include the names of

few other persons who will be affected by the impugned
notification and the decision to be rendered by the Tribunal.
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Aaccordingly, the applicant's counsel eﬁﬁesgzd the amendment

in the Oe.a. by incorporating a list of affected persons
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in the application.
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From the list furnished the aforesaid order
Oof the Tribuhal we can only get few names. The details
of the persons 'wither they are working in Steam Braction

\d/
or Diesal Section é& not clear., No further details
. . . R lha bt 4y
regarding the manner in which they are affected by means

Y- <
of such notification s&s also clear from the averments navt
D) (0 Mg g tasnd Ly
Aaffscted in this bechalf.
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The main contention of the applicant is pﬁgced on

paragraphs129 to 133 of the Manual which maked provisions
for the channel of promotion of Fireman category B, C angd
Engine Cleancrs to the post of Assistant Drivers. AcCOr-
ding to the applicant,there are two separate channelsof
promotion in Running branch and Maintenance Branch.
are Y
The applicantayorking in the Running Branch and they
have been absorbed at the time when the steam traction
oferr i, M-

was ina . The Manual which is produced before us
contains notification upto 1959, TheAcounsel has not
brought to our notice any latest notification issued by
the Railway after the conversent steam traction in the
diesgl traction. The railway will be forced to pass
Ccertain policy matters for implementing the progressive
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decision in regard to the conversionAﬁrom steam traction
to diesel traction and this has been highlighted by the
respondent in their counter affidavit in oparagraph-5.
The relevant portion reads as follows:-

"It is submitted that in terms of Railway Board's
instructions contained in their letter No.E (NG)
III-75/FCI/69 dated 19.8.1981 the method of
recruitment to the post of Assistant Drivers
(Electric) and Diesal Assistant is as under:

(@) 50% by usual selection procedure from
amongst Fireman'B' who have stuidied upto
8th class and are below 45 years of age.

y (b) 50% by Departmental Examination held amongst
o 2 Fireman 'B' & 'C' who are Matriculates and

have 3 years of Railway Service.

(c) If usual slection referred to in (A) or the
Departmental Examination referred to in (B)
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above fail to provide enought candidates for
respective quotas, direct recruitment to be mad
through Railway Rrecruitment Board to make up the
shortage." \

The submissions made by the learned counsel appearing
on behalf of the respondents is that as per the Notification

the Railways are entitling to make selection for f£illing up
4y
of 20 percexs of the post as indicated in the policy statement.,

It has been stated that this policy statement was issued on
account of dieselisation and by implementation of this

policy there may be slight variation with regard tc the

. % . . fa {he dorunes M— L ,
promotional chancegexisting employees who were originally P“f?
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working in the steam traction but that cannot be remedy;{,.
However these are not issuegarising at this stage. We are
of the opinion that the challenge in this case itself is
prematurae, Xhﬁkactaaiugy means of the Bl ultimate selecticn
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and actual appointment of personsﬂ?auséaggany manner of
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interest and obstructionsto the promotion chancesof the
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ag;lican?ksuch of the employees who will be affected by the

postings are free to approach the legal .forum.$§imply iatan- 4
a notification has been issued andwiiat . tee &quedggh the
basis of policy statement, the applicant cannot be considored
to be aggréﬁat@ﬁyiersons for attracting the jurisdiction of
this “ribunal under gSection 19 of the Administrative Tribunals
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The applicants have not even challengel the policy
Ungy, Lpaad
statement/ifkén pursuance of which the impugned ordex “-
notification has been issued. They have also not challenged

the Gi1 (E) CCG letter No.E/EL/834/7/AC dated 20.9.1982

whoety W i
referred to in Annexure-A and pursuant to A the notification
69)*\ Ap— th (hry Caae »

hasémssuad, dt has not been challemgedA\So under these

circumstances ,we are of the opinion that there is no
OY\L"J/

grievance ase injustice for the applicant sO as to grant

any relief at this stage. Though the learned counsel




appearing for the applicant argued at length with
regard to the selesction process, the training period
fixed for course, etc. and eontended that if these
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persons who wkie newly selected were, posted as Drivers

within that 20 perecent cate

\U

gory overlooking the claims

Oof the applicants who are well experienced, there will
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fects in the working under the Railway,
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But we feel thése are not reasons for the pekoose L
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Msuing Oovder wow Maeed before us-narely the validity

of the Annexure aAl. Having regard to the facts and

v

circumstances of this casc
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ve see no merit in the
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plication and it is t0 be dismissed. There will be

(Mei1e Singh) (NeDharmadan)

Adninistrative Menber Judicial Member




