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é;) Order dated 12.11.2003

0.A.NOs.350, 351 & 352/99

St Since the issue invalved in all the
above mentioned three OAs aye one and the same,
we direct that this common grder will govern

N all the three cases. A

Y\}

None .appeared for the applicant when
called nor ‘did the apblicangs in person appear
to represént thgir céses. Héwever, Shri D.l.
Mishfa,rlearned Standing Couynsel for the
Railways was presenf'and wigh his aid and
aésistance we have perused {he materials
available on record and alsg heard him,

; ' ; Applicants in all the three OaAs have
prayed before this Tribunal for‘direction to be
issued to Respondents~Railezs to regularise
their services against the posts of Enguiry-cugj-
Reservation Clerk by quashing the notification
dated 9.6.1999 issued by thg Respondents under
Annexure-241, '

The facts of the casg are that the
applicants were working as Q9mmeréial Clerk in
the scale of w.4000—6000/#_when they were
directed to work as Enquirys;um;ﬁeservation.
Clerk as a stop gap arrangemgnt, this post being
a selection one. Later on the Respondents, by
issuihg circular dated 24.11,1997 (Annexure-2)
called for applicatioqs for £illing up vacancies
of E.R.C. in thé‘scale of R5.4500~7000/~ in
different Divisiong. The applicants wereAglso
called for the written test, but éggy could
not comeout succeus%ul, as a result of which

they were not called for the wviva voce test.

B -
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llaving regard to the facts and

cifcunstances as stated abuve, we are of the
view ﬁhat the applicantslhaQing failed in the
written test for the post Qf E.R.C. they do
not have any subsisting right for promotion
and/or to be regulariszed iﬁ that post, aé
claiméd by them in all the three Oas. In this
view of the matter, we d15U05e of all the

three O.As being bereft of any NTAAJ No costse.
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