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0.A. No. : 145/1998 . S Daté of Order : & @=(06-39.
Makbool Ahmed 'S/o Shri Fazal Khan by caste Mohammedon aged about 40
years, resident of ‘at present working as. A.O.M. (M) Khalasi in the

~ control Off1ce, Northern Ra11way, Blkaner. :

2. " Mishri Babu S/o Shr1 Khem Chand by caste Meghwal (S.C. ), aged
. .about” 44 years, re51dent of at present dorklng as T. T._-, Northern -
7Ra11way at Blkaner. : » e

\

3. ‘Rameshwar'Kachhawaha S/c shri Suraj Mal, by caste Rajput,

aged about 47 years, at present worklng as T. T E‘f Northern Rallway

 at B1kaner. - o |
4. " Hari Klshan S/o Shr1 Khyal1 Ram by Caste oharma, aged about '

44 vyears, at  present’ worklng as T.T.E2., Northern Railway,

Hanumangarh (B1ka1er Div. ) -

f\ . - Mohd Yunas S/o Shr1 Enamul Haq by caste MOhammedon, aged
‘A\\about 48 years, at. present work1ng as T T. E., No*thern Rallway at

anumangarh (B1kaner D1v1s1on)
. : ..Appl1cants.

Versus

1. The Union of ‘India through 'its General Managder, Northern
Railway, Baroda House, Headquarter40ffiCe, New Delhi. - ‘

2. The D1v1s1onal Ra1lway Manager, Northern Railway, D.R.M.'s

_off1ce, B1kaner.'

© 3. The D1v1s1onal Personnel Off1cer, Northern Rallway, D.R. M 's

Off1ce, B1kaner. . S
L E - t\..Respondents.

‘M. S.N.VTrivedi,'counsel‘for the applicants.

er; R;Ktzsoniqiéounsel for;the resoondents._

oR A no.€: 3l3/l998

1. Naz1r Khan S/o Ast A11 Khan, aged about 41 years,. work1ng as

'Lamp-Man, under ' station: Superlntendent, Northern Rallway Suratgarh,
;res1dent of Ra1lway Colony, Suratgarh.;,ﬁ: '::‘ R ‘_Ei

C 2.0 Nathu Slngh S/o Shr1 Ram Chandera, aged about - 44‘years£:
: 'work1ng as Marker under Station - Superintendent, Northern Rallway,".
Suratgarh, Res1dent bf Rallway Colony, Suratgarh 7 .

,3;;; Ramesh Kumar S/o Shr1 Shr1 Chand, aged about 44 years,.

working as. LampPMan under Station- Superlntendent, Northern Rallway,

‘Suratgarh, Res1dent of Ra1lway Colony, Suratgarh

ff_'4ﬁ T Mohmed A11 S/o Shr1 Rahmed All, aged about 40 years, worklng:_'

~
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*  as Gateman under Station Superintendent, Northern Railway,
Suratgarii, Resident of Railway coleny, Suratgarh.

- >

5. Rajendra Prasad S/o Shri Nathu Lal, aged about 44 years,
working as Gateman under Station Superintendent, Northern Railway
Bhagwansor, Resident of Railway Colony, Bhagwansar.

6. Anil Kumar S/o Shri Dust Kumar, Aged about 38 years, working
as Gateman under Station Superintendent, Northern Railway,
Hanumangarh, Resident of Railway Colony, Hanumangarh.

7. Prakash Chandra S/o Shri Rudhan Dass,.Aged about 40 years,
- working as A.S:M. Khallashi, under Station Superintendent, Northern
Railway, Hanumangarh, Resident of Railway Colony, Hanumangarh.

8.  Dinesh Prasad S/o Shri Mahendra Prasad, aged about 42'years,
working as A.S.M. Khallashi under Station Superintendent, NOrthern

o saatrg pRailvay, Hammangarh, Resident of Hanumangarh.

..Appllcantsi

© Versus S o T ; :
. : _&; ‘/-:g,

Union of India through its General Manager, Northern Rallway,

_ ;»ﬁ @=:] | B _ _ .
\u%$§§§§;;;;;g§éz;“' da HOuse, H.Q. Office, New Dnlhl. ‘ L
o~ 4&\ . o

N Northern Railway, D.R.M.'s ,

The Divisional Railway Manager,
Offlce, Bikaner. ) ) _ » o - ;

3. The D1v131onal Perscnnel Ozflcer, Northern Rallway, D.R.M's
offlce, Blkaner. P _ ;
: \ ] ) ~ ..Respondents.

Mr. Y.K. Sharma, counsel for the applicants. o S

Mr. R.K. Soni, counsel for the respondents..

‘CORAM :

Mr.-A.K. Misra, Judicial Member.
" Mr. N.P.Nawani, Administrative Member.

PER HON'BLE MR. A.K. MISRA :

-In. both these'Original Applications, common question of iaw
and facts is involved, the rellef clalmed by the appllcants is alscy
x:'common. Therefore, both these appl1cat10ns shall be dlsposed of by

th1s common order.

2}A . In both these appllcatlons, the appllcants have prayed that

the order dated 21st May, 1998 (Annexure A/l) passed by the o
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Divisional PerSonnel'OffiCer, Northern Railway, Bikaner be quashed

ahd the respondents may be directed to hold the selection for the

annual vaca'ncies occur’flng in a particular 'year and eligibility be
fixed accordingly.,

3. In'both these applications.the applicants have prayedﬂfor

' _stay1ng the operat1on of 1mpugned order dated -21st May, 1998 passed-

by the reSpondents. -

thefe is a little difference'in-facts.;'Therefore, brief facts of

the each OA shall'be narrated hereby. -

o.A;'No.,145/1998 :

It is stated by the app11cantsthat presently except applicant .

~No. 1 all the appllcants are work1ng as adhoc. T T.E. in B1kaner

o Divlslon. As per the Board's 1etters dated 29th November, 1962 and
' September, 1976, there is ' a pmov151on for pmomotlon of Class v

- employees to Class III In ‘these letters the select1on procedure ‘

-and cr1ter1a‘has been 1a1d down;- It is’ also 1a1d down by the

: Ra1lway Board that selectlon from the year 1979 and onwards 1s to
be held annually for the vacanc1es occurrlng in a part1cu1ar year‘y

and the ellglblllty is to be determlned accordlngly.' As per the.

] instructionsi‘ conta1ned in ~the;l' aforementioned letters, “the

esondents._ Although relief clalmed in app11Cat10ns,1s common{yet :

respondents made select1on of 18 T1cket Collectors agalnst the 24;:,“

1dent1f1ed vacanc1es, and prepareed panel of successful candldates.

However, thls selectlon ,was challenged by 5 candldates 1nclud1ngf}

the appl1cants No. 2 to 5. on the ground of 1rregular1t1es etc.,-iff‘f'*

e . B S
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;;“;; — years. The 11st of ellg1ble staff has been prepared for appearlngv,ﬁ:

———

vbefore HonPble the High COurt The Writ Petition was 'eventually C

transferred to the Tr1bunal and was decided on 4.8. 1992 Sy:the S

:v.sald order the Trlbunal quasned the selectlon and the respondents':

were dlrected to hold selectlon for annual vacanc1es and prepared.

”“separate panels for . each year.‘ Ih1s order of the lr1bunal was o

'f";challenged by the respondents before Hon'ble the Supreme Court."

- . Hon' ble the Supreme Court dec1ded the S L P on 16 12 1997 w1th the;,f;'4

";fobservat1on that 1n absence of any facfual data, the Trlbunal was

.'f',»~“_d_' not just1f1ed 1n hold1ng that clubblng of vacanc1es for the year_

ve order pbssed by Hon ble the Supreme Court, the respondents 2

e~not1f1ed vide Annexure A/l proposed selectlon for 70 vacanc1es‘

ih in wrltten examlnatlon to be held on 7 6 1998 Appllcants No. 1,
and 3 have been shown in the llst but names of appllcants No.,4 and
5 have not been shown in the llst of el1g1ble cand1dates but they»”‘

- have appl1ed in protest.u--

The appllcants have challenged the actlon of the respondents-~" o

‘ on the ground that clubb1ng of such a large number of vacanc1es has

resulted 1nto a large competltlon and the appllcants shall have to :

face more compet1tors than they would have faced had the yearw1se->

vacanc1es and el1glb111ty 11st bean prepared and thus the..~; -]

appl1cants would suffer prejudlce. ‘ It‘ is also stated by th‘

- appl1cants that as per the d1rect1on of the Ra1lway Board, yearw1se

,-(~

vacanc1es were requlred to be determlned and yearw1se ellglbllltyf

and 43hsgmba&9ty l1st eught to have :been prepared and yearw1se: -

vacanc1es should have been fllled 1n as per the 11st of selected

- cand1dates.r But the respondents have v1olated the Ra1lway“Board'

\4979 to. 1982 has caused prejudlce to the clalments.4~ 44{&L thii;gyf -

s ' .




 the- ,vacanc1es ﬂof ‘the earlier -year

“respondents deserves to,be.quashedﬁ

Courts v1de order dated 24 8 1993 Annexure A/5

,“of the S L. P., status quo was ordered to be nalntalne'

- - ' N

The responderts ha"e permztted 1nellg1ble candldates to compete for -

Thus the - actlon of thef

The respondents have f11ed thequxeply statlng there1n that

thhe apollcants No. 2, 3 4 and 5 were not successful 1n thei

examlnatlon. ' Hence, they d1d not f1nd place in the panel
Appllcant No. 5; Mohd. Yunu-, f11ed the Wr1t Petltlon before.

Hon'ble the ngh Court 1n wh1ch 11t was ordered that 1f any

. 5anmmt Zp bmotions are ' made out >f empanelled cand1dates then

such promotlon shall be subject to the dec151on in. Lhe Wr1t

-_Petltlon. Appllcant No. 3, Rameshwar, also f11ed a. Wr1t Petltlon in -

on'ble the ngh Court ,1n wh1ch 1t was dlrected that 5 posts be
pt vacant and responcents were glven l1berty to apporn& Sunll,

tt and K1shore Kumar vho were respondents 1n that Wr1t EetltLOW.

A
Thus present appl1cants No. 2 3 4 and 5 others ‘were glven adhoc

L

promotlon on temnorary ba51s pend1ng pa551ng selectnon v1de

lrespondents order dated 12 lO 1983.[ Thes& persons weree further

w“}j oA.‘M

‘:promoted subject to the out .come- of ? L.P. pendlng before the\mwﬂs

'eventually came to be dec1ded ‘on 16 12 1997 by Hon'ble the Supreme

Court and the order of the Trlbunal was, quashed.. r1ng'pendency '

'the .

'respondents. Consequent thereto, a1] the adhoc promotees ?»htinuedJ o

to work. When the S L. P was dec1ded by Hon'ble the Supreme“ ourt ;. R

the appllcants No. 2 to. 5 were reverted to the1r substent1ve posth
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- .
Smce the - operatlon of revers1on order was -not ordered .to be

; stayed,, he appllcants ,' preferred a ert Pet1t10n before Hon'ble

- _:the ngh Court 1n whlch operatlon of order dated 25 5 1998' s

'..revertmg the appllcants No. 2 to 5 to the1r suostantlve post was__"_.
.S stayed subject ‘to condltlon that the petltloners shall contlnue to:

work on adhoc basm t111 the duly selected candldates are avallable“ '

Hand the rlghts and 1nterests of the selecteo candldates for the -

| s _year 1982 83 shall not be =ffected adversely. Th1s order presently--~ L

cont1nues. So far as the selectlon of the year 1982 1s concerned,».~

sele} m;n for the post of Tlcket Colle ‘tor Grade 3050—4590 (RPS)

Pinst 33 1/3 promotee quota was 1ssued. - ]{n pursuance of th1s

'not1f1cat10n examlnatlon was conducted in wh ch appl1cant No.»_ \1__ ;:ﬂ )

appeared but he could not quallfy the 'f:ltten test. Appllcants No.

_.2 and 3 d1d not appear 1n the examlnatlon 1nsp1te the 1nformat10n. L

) However: appllcants No-,4 and 5 were left out may be - 1nadvertently

or otherw1$e._ It 1s further stated by the respondents that no
. - -

M . b
sooner the s.L. P.k was dec1ded by the %Court the respondents

"'ftook steps for f1111ng the promotlonai. posts.T111 the Supreme Court

dec1ded the controversy the status quo order was .in force.

: Therefore, the exammatlons could not be organ1sed ear11er. In v1ew S

of these facts, it was not poss1ble for the respondents to adhere

'._'.to the 1nstructlons as contamed 1n the c1rcu1ar 1ssued by'it

: 1;'Ra11way Board The actlon of the respondents is perfectly as per '5
: *'—'_rules and the rlghts of the app11cants are not adversely affected
If the competltors are more 1n number then certa1-n1y there ‘are.

“‘posts also 1n great number. The contentlons of the apphcants are -

o 111 founded and the OA is. rejected. o )

”Nme became f1na1 as per the judgement of the rlon'ble Supreme ﬁ/r‘
"

6& After the Hon ble Supreme Court deqlded the S L P L

i i )
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ok
NI o contalnr more argumentlve : mater:al than ehrlflcatlon _of
Opponent's pleadmgs. :Tl'ierefore, the pomts ra1sed 1n these

| ) -7
' o ‘also been f11ed by the respondents.‘ However, both these pleadings
l
|

pleadings shall be cons1dered and d1sposed of as . and_. when

f S contentlons of the part1es are d1scussed

::OA No. : 313/1998

-select1on of 18 T1cket Collectors undertaxen by the reSpondents to

f111 1n the 24 not1f1ed vacanc1es was challenged by s.he candldates
'.-E‘a i

\"p 'sed in ~TA No. 121/1986, 193/1986 and 12/1990. 'l‘he order of the
};l‘y ! otk

-
/%

e, L—

Horbh

'departmental selectlon was - held for f1ll1ng the vacancrles. _ lBy
1mpugned not1f1cat1on ' dated 21 5. 1998, the respondents are
.undertaklng the process of f1ll1ng the 70 vacanc1es which, relate to
| _the year’ 1982 to 1997 whereas the department as per the. 1nstruct10ns

. given by the Rallway Board should have organ1sed exammatlon for

is agamst the rules, not1f1cat10ns and guldelmes. The r1ghts of

-In view of th1s, the act1on of the res.,pondents must be quashed.

' cand1dates would be part1c1pat1ng in respect of earller wacanc1es.‘

1ch was quashed by the Tr1bunal v1de its order dat:ed 4 8 1992

)4 preferrmg S. L P This S L P, came to be dec1ded 1n the year 1997 4

by the Supreme Court s order dated 16 12 1997 From 1982—1997 no'

' f1ll1ng the’ year—w1se vacanc1es. By organ1s1ng such exalmmatmn r

_:quashe_d. When the S L. P ' was 1nst1tuted by the respono‘:!ents',’ the.', X L

- It is stated by L"Ae apphcants t&o&t»the Wv that the -

AR 1bunal was challenged before the Supreme Court by the respondents -

alk the vacancies relatmg to earller years have been clubbed whlch“ :

the appl1cants have adversely been affected because nnellglble‘
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status quo was ordered ‘to] be maintained by the Supreme Court.
L

’ ‘,Consequently nmchange in 51tuutlon could be’ made and no selectlon

.could ‘be- undertaken by the respondents. When the Supreme Court
L -

dec1ded the S L P., the reSpondents undertook the proce' s

:-selectlon to f111 up the long-awalted vacanc1es of Tlcket Collectors IR
: The appllcants L U

by 1ssu1ng the 1mpugned not1f1cat10n Annexure A/l

appeared m the wrltten exammatlon,
the1r

Successful candldates were 1nterv1ewed beysmd 4.2. 1999 bu—

result could not b= declared in v1ew of the stayorder granted by,_

A the 'ﬁﬁhcmL in the connected OA
‘pondents that the appllcants havmg fa1led 1n th[= wrltten tesr. ’_

}

R\ Vi,

AN 2 es and gu1del1nes have been v1olated because r1ght E'rom 1982 t111

If" Tl “"1997 the matter was subjudlce before the Hon'ble rupreme Court. e
‘ _ The apphcants have not been able to establlsh that the selectlon co
, process would be affectlng thelr rrghts prejudlc 1a-=ﬂy., -In v1ew ‘of

[ “-th1s, the OA. deserves to be dlsmlssed. L ' |

! ’ 'j 5;:' - We have heard the . learned counsel for the partles and have L

éf;‘f ’gone through the case f11e., Before we proceed to dlspose of the T
r1va1 arguments, 1t would be useful to mentlon some facts wh1ch have-';,,h
{}f S T :'9\“, bear,mg on the,__controversy. S S ’ Lol L

L Sl -7 . SRR o .
l ST - we o T B . . oo .

S 6.

< remamed unsuccessful in tne wrltten test.

selectmn whlch:'_was challenged and they d1d not appear m" the

they could- not quahfy. 3

' T _ It 1s further ated by theALf

DR the appl1c=nts of OA No. 313/1998 had appeared in. the wrltten test/'" '

held m pursuance of not1f1cat10n dated 21. 5 1998 but all of them

»M1shr1 Babu and Rameshwar Kachhawaha respectlvely falled 1n earller R

A 6. Appllcant No. 1, Maqbool Ahmed of OA No.,l45/1998 and a‘f\k R

Appllcants No. 2 And 3' .{', :

[ S SR . :
e e e L




examination on the ground 'that they were on leave. Apphcants No. 4 &\/\,{ .

- pubhshed in the year 1982, that selectlon was upheld by the Hon'ble E

_ of the Tr1buna1 passed in MA No. 30/1999 flled by the Rallway for _

has caused prejudlce to respondents No. 5 to 8 It was further‘

_and 5 Har1 Klshan and Mohd. Yunas were not 1ncluded in the list of"

e11g1b1e candldates. Therefore, they were d1rected to be allowed:to

apear in suppllmentary exammatlon as per the order dated 19, 3 1999

fpwmmtmg them to not1fy the result of the selectlon in guestlon.'
) ,However, the appllcants who were so’ keen about in appearmg in’
v examnatfon and _were S0 partlcular abouJ challengmg the- process of"
4 _selectlon did. not appear 1n the wrltten exammatlon on the ground
that ._ney were not GlVeu 15 days' time for preparatlon as. per rules.
' Thus,‘ they d1d' not ava11 the opportunlty h appearlng 1n the

suppllmentary exammatlon -as was d1rected by the Tr1buna1 to be -

7 It was argued by the 1earned Advocates for the apphcants

as’ per the not1f1cat10n of the Ra11ways that after the year

any case ‘one selectlon in’ every two years, the resondents should

have undertaken the process of select1on each year or 1n any case

“once’ in two ‘years. Since they have not carr1ed out the 1nstruct10ns
‘ of the Rallwav Board, therefore, the selectlon process deserves to |
be quashed. - We have con51dered thls argument In our -oplnlon, the,'
argument ‘is w1thout any substance. For the ear11er vacanc1es, the :

resondents have organlsed select1on test, the result of wh1ch was_ g

the absence of any factual data we fa11 to ‘see. how the Tr1buna1

could have held that the clubbmg of vacanc1es from 1979 to 1982 m?”‘

observed by Hon'ble the Supreme Court that they do not see any' .

* reason for .ba.uu—"ng the examlnatlon. . The respondents No.‘5 to 8>‘_'f,‘ e

1979, the effort should be made to hold selectlon annually and in

Supreme Court It was observed by Hon ble the Supreme Court that in .
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had ‘a1led in the exam1nat1on and were therefore, not qual1f1ed for'
selectlon. In v1ew of th1s, the controversy relatmg to f1ll—1nzthe' '
’vacanc1es up to year 1982 can not. be questloned. Thereafter, the -

- mater remamed pendmg 1n1t1a11y before the ngh Court then before'

: ‘the Tr1bunal and then before Hon'ble the Supreme Court. Therefore,

'7' no. fault can be attrlbuted to the respondents for not organlsmg

: R 'yearwmse selectlon m for f1111ng m the promotlonal post of

’ T1cket Collectors. _ Moreover, the order d1rect1ng tl"e respondents to ‘

¥. -a.

"'_';mam,_am status quo passed by Hon'ble the Supreme Court remalned a/ S

£ - .

ce’ from September, 92 t111 the fmal d1Sposa1 of the S L.P.
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~..,;,3'not been able to show as to how they are prejud1ced by the: -

respondents' act1on of clubbmg the vacanc1es of T1cket Collectors ‘

from 1982 to 1997 for the purpose of f1111ng these posts from

promot10na1 33 1/3 per ‘cent quota. ," Therefore, the not1f1cat1on

relatmg to ‘the select1on process can not be Mﬂf o

R - It was argued by the learned counsel for the appllcant that-'
: by. clubblng all the vacancies of the past years, they have

- automat1cally enlarged the scope of el1g1ble cand1dates and those" e

. candldates have been permltted to partlc:l_pate 1n the exammat\‘ SR

[' who otherw1se would not have been e11g1b1e . to part1c1pate 1n the'
exam1nat1on 1f the vacanc1es M 1dent1fy yearw1se.. We havef" L

) ‘.; cons1dered thls argument. . In our opmlon, after lapse of 14 years, R
e : . nat be. +W°'—'( T e s ks -

B the respondents should leent1fy yearw1se vacanc1es for f1111ng the L

e . D
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the rejomder have stated that .one: quest1on bearmg 12 marks was

vacanc1es, the compe 1t1on has- 1ntreased and “the - c_hance." —of

selectmn has decreased is qu1te 1magmary. buring these :14 years -

many persons must have ret1red or many persons must have chosen some

_ other venue for betterment of the1r career. _ The apphcants'

_ ,1n81stance for yearw1se 1dent1fy1ng of vacanc1es and select1on may

be due to the fact that for ear11er years few.l1m1ted »semors w111

T e

v

,-selectlon. ‘I’herefore, the arguments of the learned Ad\ ocate deser—

"'gthe app11cants have not been able to show as to ‘what prejudlc_e eac‘u
one of them would suffer ‘in the 1nstant case where the’ vacanc1eS»

o have been clubbed together for all these 14 years.

. 9;,"‘“;,_: ' It was further argued by the learned consel for, the
. app11cant that 1n1t1a11y a l1st of 54 . wrltten test su&sfulh
cand1dates was declared and then 11st of add1t10na1 ll candldates_'

was declared who had qua11f1ed the wrltten test._ Thus the selectlon |
We have cons1dered th1s aspect.: The respondents in the1r reply to“'_

. ”left out from valuatmn and the candldates were awarded marks out of

have no competltors at all and few vacanc1es of the later years,_'_'

Rl

ves to be re]ected. At the cost of petltlon, we may mentlor that S

- -process of the appl 1cant creates doubt and deserves to be set as1de..- :

88 marks 1nstead of 100 marks and when th1s m1stake came to the' ‘

: i‘:-:_irevalued and marks relatlng to left out questlon were g1ven to each"

"-:_'_;'ellglble to be called :m v1va—voce.:-_ In v1ew'of th1s addltlonal l1st

l"'ja"notlce of the author1t1eS,3c0p1es of all the part1c1pants were- L

C f..'one of. them and 1n that process 11 more cand1dates were found

| Y/
apprehens ion of the appl 1cants t hat due to clubbz ng of t

|




oy . : :

B

.: not affect the rlgnt of the appll'-ant because they ‘had- not 1n1t1a11y
qua11f1ed the wr1tten test and even after awardmg marks of the lett
o ,_;‘: out questlon of 12 marks were- not found e11e—~ble “to be cal‘ed for

B ,1nterv1ew. . Therefore, appllcants can’ not say that the1r r1ghts were

adversely affected by the actlon of the respondents.

g 10 | We have also gone through 1978 WLN UC page 383, M P Agrawal
Vs State of Rajasthan c1ted by the learned counsel for the

\ o appllcant. | But 1n ~our v1ew, the rulmg is’ dlstmguzshable on.

'!

|
|
|
I
i
|
|
i
1
|
|
|
|
facts._, Therefore,. 4-he rule propounded thereln can. not be nﬁ)de S ,f i
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|’
1‘
f
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appllcable ' 1n the ‘ mstant case and renders ‘no help to the

apphcants .

_fthey are estopped from challengmg the process of exam1nat1on.
Appllcants No. 2 and 3 of the OA. No. 145/1998 who were glven an | |
“."opportumty to appear 1n exammatlon but d1d not aVall the same once il E
. f'because of the1r 111ness and second t1me on remammg ony 1eave can : '; :
-not c1a1m to be adversely affected Ellglble candldates can. only be - ;

prov1ded an opportumty to appear 1n the exammatlon. 'I‘hey can not o
' ' o {hT '

'-be forced to appear in. the exammatlon and 1f ﬁne reason m& otheri S

ST R
_f-, - they eugﬁ not to appear 1n the exammatlon, 1t w-s the1r own ch01ce

- and they have to thank themselves for the consequences. - '.lhereAf‘nre, i

- ’appllcants No, 2 and 3 of’ OA No. 145/1998 ‘are not entltled to any' )

re11ef The same th1ng can be sa1d about appllcants No. . 4 and 5 wno'. ]

= refused _ to appear 1n the wr1tten examlnatlon on the orround that T

:they were glven ‘no- t1me as per the rules but in our. opl'?lon, th1s.;_

i = bt e
Lot
Lo -

- excuse as advanced by the appllcants No. 4 and 5 to the a “hor1t1es_

) 1s not ava11ab1e to them. _4 In the OA they have spec1f1ca11y sa1d__ v'r

that they were not prov1ded an opportunlty to appear 1n the :

i



| - '

S C-1- |

they were provided an opportunity, they did not avail it.

‘ 12. All these things probably must have been done by the

v N
app11cants because by orders of the Hon'ble High Court, their |
L.

reversion to the substantlve post of Class 'D' as per order dated !

.25.5.1998 is stayed and they are continuirs on promotional—post on

\ _ adhoc basis. Therefore, applicants No. 2 to 5 are also not entitled
| _ .
|

to any relief.

9
t

"a

i

The OAs are, .therefore,'Aaccordingly dismissed with costs

which we quantify in each case at the rate of ks. 1000/-

o iy

15. The interim order granted in OA No. 145/1998 stands vacated. 3
~n ‘ | A
(N.P.NAWANT) o _ (A.K.MISRA) ;I
haveimetl STt @S] snamﬁ i
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