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All India Loco Running Staff 	Petitioner 
Association. 

ir.K.K.hah 	 Advocate for the Petitioner (s) 

Versus 

Union of India & Another 	 Respondent 

L4r.N..hevde 	- 	 Advocate for the Respondent(s) 

CORAM. 

DGMENT 

1 Jucicial Member 

: 	Admin is tra tive Liembe r 
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-].l India Loco Running Staff 
ssociation Baroda Division 

(Through its Chairman 
Mr.J..i.asquitta ) L/19/B, 
Re ilway uarters, i1aninagar, 

hmedabad-380 009. 

 

ppl leant 

Versus 

Union of India 
(Notice to be served 
through the General 
1ianager) Western Railway, 
Churchgate-Bopiay. 

Divisional Railway Manager, 
Prataunagar, Vadodara-390 004. 

Coram 	kion'ble plr.N.Dnarmadan 

Hen' ble Ar .ii.A.Sjngi 

Respondents 

Judicial Member 

: dministrtive i4embei 

0RAL ORDER 

Per; Hon'ble i1r. N.Dharmadan 	 ; Judicial Member 

Heard Ar..K.hah, learned counsel on behalf of the 

applicant av-kr association by name iUl India Loco Running 

ssociatj.on h 	
/

aroda Division (through its Chairman 

ir.J..ascuitta), approached this Iribunal challenging 

Annexure-I the recruitment notification dated 11.1987 

inviting applicatiorE from amongst skilled artisan staff 

from electric maintenance (Traction) of Electric Loco 

Shed of bRC Division for filling up the post of Assistant 

Drivrs (lectric) scale R5.950-1500(R 

When an objection was raised with regard to the 

reoresentativu capacity of the association being fiquring 

as an applicant in tiis case,this Tribunal,on 24.6.1.987 

passed an order directing the applicant to incluie the names o: 

few other persons who will be affected by the impugned 
notification and the decision to be rendered by the Tribunal. 

) ccordingly, the applicant's counsel 	- d the amendment 

in tne O.. by incorporating a list of affectea persons 

in the application. 

. . 2 . . 
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From the list furnished 4Aik the aforesaid order 

of the Tribuhal we can only get few names. The details 

of the prsons ither they are working in Steam Zraction 

o Diesel dection- not clear. No further details 

	

IIs) 	p4 
regarding the manner in which they are affected by raaaaz 

of such notification 4z also clear from the averrnent 
J 

affected in this behalf. 

The main contention of the aolicant is 	.ced on 

paragraph129 to 133 of the anual which makes provisions 

for the channel of oromotion of Fireman category B, C and 

Engine Cleanrs to the post of assistant Drivers. 	ccor- 

ding to the applicant ;therc are two separate channels of 

promotion in sunning branch and Maintenance branch. 

The applicanorking in the Running Branch and they 

have ben absorbed at the time when the steam traction 
C3 

,,,;as irret. 2he Manual which is produced before us 
A 	 i 

- 	 - 

contains notification upto 1959. The counsel has not 
A 

brought to our notice aey latest notification issued by 

the Lailway after the conversant steam traction in the 

diesaj. traction. The railway will be forced to pass 

certain policy matters for implementing the proressive 

decision in regard to the conversionfrom steam traction 

to diesel traction and this has been highlighted by the 

respondent in their counter affidavit in aragraph-5. 

ihe relevant portion reads as 

" It  is submitted that in terms of Railway Board's 
instructions contained in their letter No.E(NG) 
III-75/cI/69 dated 19.8.1981 the method of 
recruitment to the post of issistant 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. 

50% by Departmental Examination held amongst 
Fireman 'B' & 	who are liatricujates and 
have 3 years of Railway Service. 

If usual slection referred to in () or the 
Departmental Examjnatio referred to in (E) 

0. 
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above fail to jovide enoeght candidates for 
respective quotas, direct recruitment to be made 
through Railway Rrecruitment Soard to make up the 
shortage." 

The submissions made by the learned counsel appearing 

on behalf of the respoudent is that as ;r the Nobification 

the Railway are entitling to make selection for fn:L ing up 

of 20 per* of the post as indicated in the policy statement. 

It has been stated that this policy statement was issued on 

ccount of dieselisation and by implementation of this 

policy there may b slight variation with regard to the 

promotional chances existing employeeswho were originally • ' 

working in the steam traction but that cannot be remed 

However these are not issuearising at this stage. 	e are 

of the opinion that the challenge in this case itself is 

pLematur. 	t-iy means 01 	zI ultimate selection 
F 

and actual aepoiritment of personscigany ctiannr of 

it ana obstructionr to the promotion chances of the 

elicent such of the eeiployees who will b affected by the 
All 

postings ar free to approach the legal .forui: imp1y üv 4e 

a notification has been issued aAtht toG. id on the 

basis of policy statement, the applicant cannot be consid:- red 

to be aggrtt. ersons for attracting the jurisction of: 

this fribunal under Section 19 of the Administrative Tribunals 

t.Ct. 

The applicants have not even challange the policy 
L 

statement if in prsuance of which the impugned 	_ 

notification has been issued. They have also not challenged 

the Gi () GCG letter No.E/bL/834/7/tC dated 20.9.1982 
w- t.z&' 

referred to in 4-nnexure-A and Pursuant to 	the notification 

has lssuedx  It has not been challeriged so under these 

circumstances ,we are of the opinion that there is no 

grievance aiw injustice for the applicant so as to grant 

any relief at this stage. though the learned counsel 



appearng for the applicant argued at lngth with 

regard to the selection process, the training period 

fixed tor 	erse, etc. arid contended that if these 

pesoos \lho &t newly selectod vureposted as Drivers 

\fetlin that 20 percent category overlooking the claims 

o the applicants who are well experienced, there will 

tbz%i6&&~Ll effects in the working under the Railway, 
Vj 

but we feel tnse are noc&reason for 	pus f 

iu 	oe 	w 	c btre -nuq the validity 

oi the Annexurc• rxj. iaving regard to the facts and 

circumstances of this case, we see no merit in the 

eplication and it is to be dismissee. There will be 

no order ee to costs. 

t 

(I.ii. Singh) 
	

(N.Dharmadin) 
.nes cieeive eiLber 	 Judic;iel 


