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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
EQBHFUR BENCH, JODHPUR,

QREEIE"@AE. APPLICATION NO. 219/2004
ttate of Decision: 24.08.04
HON'BLE Mr. G.R, PATWARDHAN, Administrative Membery,
riroz Khan S0 Abdul Wahid k,hcm, aged 35 vears, Rfo 138-139,
Rameashwar ;éﬁga;f Baani, Jodhpur {%’? aj.}
e APPLICANT
[ Mr. K.K. Shah, Counsel for the applicant]
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Union of India through the Secretary, Ministry of Reilways,
Rail Bhawan, New Delhi.
The General Manager, North-West Railway, laipur.

Divisional Rallway Manaager, Morth Wast Railwa *; Jodhpur.

The Chief Work Shop Mamgﬁr North-West Rail ; ay,
Jadhpur.

s RESPONDENTS
CROER
?Q}S‘ My G.R. PATWARDHAN Member (A}

Briafly stated the facts of tha case are as follows: -
The applicant Firoz Khan, claims that he i a diploma
! ' holder in mechancial branch having passed the examination from

"4t Government Polvtechic, Jedhpur with Roll No., 31205 and &

,
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Cartificate 1o that effect issyed on 28.7.1992 with Enralment Mo,
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8B/2475 filed st Annex, A/1. It is further maintained that the
applicant belongs te OBC category who has completed training
under the Apprentice Act, 1961 held at Basic Training Centre at
Northern Railway Workshop, lodhpur, a Certificate to which
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affect has been issuad vide a copy placed at Annex

et
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the signature of Works Manager (M&PF) It is the grievance of

the :—sprhs,am that although in the vear 1999, Railway Board
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that it was because he was a diploma holder and thus possessed

more than the required gualification. According to the applicant,

respondent No. 1 the Ministry of Railways, through the General

allowed to apply in the

appropriate form and therafore the Tribunal should issue

necessary direction to the respondent No. 4 not to reject the

. for possessing  higher

#

application form of the applican

Pl
-
jaN]
-
oA
m
g
¢
=
n
CF
=
o
th
]
®
£
s,
]
%
o
E i
-
o
:f
(Ax
a
ot
=4
&
&
L
o
s
[
-
o
gy

8, The applicant most respectfully prays that an ar‘;smgsﬁsw oreder
or siﬂit,.tluﬂ may please be issusd o the respondenis not o reject the

agplicarion form of the pekiitioner an baing more gusiified. & s,
furthar pff;ve"ld *ﬁ:ai respondants may piense be difected = s:mziés:as’
the aoplication of the appiicant alengwith m.%‘fkf"‘ Ha further praye
chiat cost may girfa»e = awarded o the apgiicant.”
3. The matter was taken up earlier an 14.2.2004 when after
hearing Mr. KK Shah, learned counsel for the applicant, the
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